




























































































































The Matanuska‐Susitna Borough Community Survey  (Mat‐Su Survey)  is a cooperative  research 










growth.    Further,  they  provide  important  information  to  UAA  so  that  it  may  advance  community 




The  sourcebook  follows  the organization of  the  survey questionnaire  itself  (see Appendix B), 
which  is made up of  five major parts:    I) Evaluation of Current Borough  Services,  II) Use of Borough 
Facilities, III) Life in Mat‐Su Neighborhoods, IV) Local Government: Access, Policies and Practices, and V) 




directly below  shows  trends  in  responses  to  these questions during  the 2008‐2012 period  (Table B).  
Most of the survey questions used a four‐point Likert scale, which gives respondents a range of options 











each  response was  assigned  a  numerical  score  (very  poor=0;  poor=1;  good=2;  very  good=3)  and  an 
average rating  (ranging  from 0  to 3) was computed  for each Borough service. Other questions used a 
five‐point scale; numerical values assigned to responses ranged from 0 for “strongly disagree” to 3 for 
“strongly agree.” “Neither agree nor disagree,” the neutral response, was assigned a value of 1.5. Higher 
average scores  indicate higher overall satisfaction and  lower scores  indicate  lower overall satisfaction. 




a  table and  line graph  (shown  in Table B) presenting  the  trend  in  the variable over  five years.    In  the 
table,  the  first  column gives  the year.   This  is  followed by  the number of  surveys  received each year 





Department Services,  the average across all  five years  is consistently above 2.00, which  indicates  that 
the  “typical”  respondent  rated  these  services  between  “good”  and  “very  good.”    Lower  averages 
indicate lower levels of satisfaction; higher averages indicate higher levels of satisfaction. 
It  is  important  to  note  that  for many  of  the  variables  that  used  a  Likert  scale,  although  the 
questions posed  to  respondents did not  change  substantially over  the  years,  answer  choices did.    In 
2008, possible responses to questions asking about level of agreement with a given statement included 
“strongly disagree,” “disagree,” “agree,” and “strongly disagree.”  The possible answer “no opinion” was 
placed  at  the  end  of  the  options.    Since  2009,  to more  clearly  distinguish  those who  had  a  neutral 











four main  levels of agreement  (“strongly disagree,”  “disagree,”  “agree,” and  “strongly disagree”) and 







ethnicity were added.   That version was used  in the 2009 survey.    In 2010, a question was added that 
asked about support for a local tax on gasoline to raise money to pay for transportation improvements. 
New  questions  added  in  2011  focus  on  usage  of  different  forms  of media  for  accessing  information 
about the Mat‐Su Borough, modes of commuting and use of public transportation, satisfaction with the 
regulation  of  various  land  uses,  use  and  awareness  of  assorted  emergency  services,  and  degree  of 
preparation for disasters.  The current survey comprises 15 pages and 161 questions (see Appendix B).   
InfoUSA, a commercial mailing list company, sampled 2,300 adult heads‐of household from the 
Mat‐Su Borough. This sampling strategy  is different  from what was used  in 2011—a stratified random 
sample of  adults  from  the 43 different  census  tracts  in  the Mat‐Su Borough—and  consequently,  the 
characteristics of the sampled group vary from last year’s study.  Specifically, sampling from each of the 
census tracts results in a sample that is considerably more rural, while a borough‐wide sample results in 
many more  respondents  from  the more  densely‐populated  areas  of Wasilla  and  Palmer.   While  the 




the  results  from  the 2012 Mat‐Su Survey are more comparable  to  the 2010 survey  findings  (the most 
recent year when a simple random sampling method was used).  
Guided by the Tailored Design Method (Dillman 2007) the UAA Justice Center mailed pre‐notice 
letters  to every  individual selected  for  inclusion  in  the  random  sample  in early August, approximately 
two weeks before the questionnaire was delivered.  Over the next eight weeks, the UAA Justice Center 









Survey  collection, data entry, and database management occurred on‐site at  the UAA  Justice 
Center.  Sharon  Chamard,  Ph.D.,  an  Associate  Professor  at  the  UAA  Justice  Center,  supervised  the 
project,  did  the  data  analysis,  and  prepared  this  report.    Research  technician  Heather  MacAlpine 
prepared the mailings, entered data from completed questionnaires  into a statistical software package 
(SPSS),  transcribed  respondent comments  into a word processing program, and did data cleaning and 
data quality inspections.  Data entry began on August 10, 2012 and was finished on November 30, 2012.  
In addition  to surveys received by mail, 64 surveys were completed over  the  Internet.   A  total of 845 
completed  or  partially‐completed  surveys  were  received  and  entered  into  the  electronic  database.2  
There  were  335  surveys  returned  by  the  United  States  Postal  Service  as  undeliverable  for  various 
reasons. Sixty‐four people  included  in  the  sample  indicted  they did not wish  to participate, either by 
returning a blank  survey, or communicating  this desire by mail, e‐mail, or phone  to  the project  staff.  
Two  recipients  of  the  survey were  deceased. Overall,  this  represents  a  43.0%  response  rate.3   After 

























Services”  (1.96). The overall  rating of Borough  services was 1.85. Residents were quite  satisfied with 
both fire (2.42) and ambulance (2.44) emergency services and the central landfill (2.28).  All ratings for 
schools and recreational services were slightly above “good” on the four‐point scale.      
For  the Borough  services measured here, none  saw a meaningful decrease  in how  they were 












Seventy‐five  percent  of  respondents  to  the  2012 Mat‐Su  Survey  indicated  that  they  use  the 
Borough‘s libraries.  Between 2008 and 2009, usage declined by close to eight percent, but for the past 
four years, average usage has not changed, even though compared to 2008, more respondents say they 
never use public  libraries  in the borough.   With respect to  individual  facility use, while the  libraries  in 
Palmer and Wasilla are the most popular,  libraries  in the smaller communities are also used by nearby 
residents.  Over the past five years, reported use of the Wasilla Library has fluctuated, while the Palmer 















of public transportation.   There was a slight  increase  in the percentage of respondents reporting  they 
use public transportation at all (from 7.3% to 9.3%); this seems to be largely due to growth in reported 
use of Valley Mover, which almost doubled, and not in MASCOT, which saw a slight decline in reported 






Borough  residents  report being generally happy with  their neighborhoods and  their  feeling of 
community with neighbors.  The report of the 2010 Mat‐Su Borough Survey commented on a pattern of 
noticeable declines  from 2009  to 2010  in  the average  ratings  for many variables  in  this  section.   This 
pattern  is no  longer evident—many  ratings have continued  to  increase  from  that  low point, but  they 
have not  returned  to  their 2009  levels.    Still, most  respondents  rate  their neighborhoods highly  and 
generally report that their neighbors are trustworthy, get along, and are willing to help one another, but 
only 32 percent are willing to go so far as to say the neighborhood is close‐knit.  Respondents mostly see 
their neighbors as willing  to  intervene  in cases of vandalism by  juveniles, but  so much  in  the  case of 
truant  children hanging out on  street  corners.   On  just  about  all measures of  social  interaction with 
neighbors (with the exception of how many neighbors respondents said they know by sight or by name), 






Forms  of  physical  neighborhood  disorder  (poor  lighting,  overgrown  vegetation,  rundown  or 
neglected buildings and  cars, empty  lots, etc.)  seem  to be  fairly  common  (between 13% and 58%)  in 
respondents’  neighborhoods.   However,  forms  of  social  neighborhood  disorder  (public  drinking/drug 
use, prostitution, graffiti, homeless sleeping  in the neighborhood, etc.) are quite uncommon, reported 
by between 1% and 11% of respondents.   From 2008 to 2012, there were generally small decreases in 
the  percentages  of  respondents  reporting  both  physical  and  social  disorder,  though  slight  and  likely 
insignificant increases were seen in 2012 in panhandling and begging and prostitution.  
Respondents report little or no fear of crime in their neighborhoods, and average ratings on all 
measures of  fear of  crime have declined.    Fear of  crime  rarely—if  ever—prevents  respondents  from 
carrying out their normal activities in the neighborhood.  Fewer than five percent of respondents report 
being victimized  in  their neighborhoods.   This was  relatively unchanged  from  the previous  four years.  










to provide  input on Borough decisions while 22 percent were dissatisfied.   Most people  agreed  that 
when  they phoned  the Borough,  they  received  the  information  they needed  in a  timely manner and 
from polite, professional staff.  While on all these measures there have been declines in average ratings 
since 2008 (due to large drops in 2010), in the past two year the ratings have increased slightly.  
New  questions were  added  in  2011  asking whether  people  currently  access  or would  like  to  access 
Borough  information  through  various  media.    As  was  the  case  then,  traditional  media—radio, 
newspapers  and  television—were  used  with  much  greater  frequency  than  e‐mail  news  releases, 
YouTube  videos,  and  Facebook. While  there were  slight  increases  in  the percentages of  respondents 
who  said  they  would  start  to  use  these  modern  media  in  the  future,  on  the  whole  there  is  little 
indication of emerging diffusion of  these  technologies.   The Borough’s website was used more often 






While  it  seems based on  the  survey  results  thus  far  that most people  really  like  living  in  the Mat‐Su 
Borough, 41 percent of respondents do not believe that they are getting their money’s worth for their 








period  since  2008,  support  for  eight  of  these  taxes  increased,  though  in  some  cases  by  negligible 
amounts.  The biggest increases were in support of gasoline taxes and property taxes, 31.7 percent and 
46.3 percent,  respectively.   However,  these  remain by  far  the  least  two popular  taxes of  the  eleven 
asked about  in  the survey.   The strongest opposition was  to a  local gasoline  tax  (89% of  respondents 
opposed this to some degree, though only 81% of respondents opposed such a tax if the revenues were 
directed  towards  transportation  improvements  rather  than  services  in  general)  and  an  increased 
property tax (84% opposed).  
Indeed,  there was widespread  lack  of  support  for  any  of  the  taxes.    A  sales  tax—seasonal  or  year‐
round—had the next largest opposition (54% and 61% respectively).  Support for other taxes was mixed, 
though there was a slight preference given to “sin” taxes on tobacco and alcohol, with about 40 percent 
of  respondents  stating  they  “agree” or  “strongly  agree” with  such  taxes.    This  ranking of  taxes with 
respect to degree of opposition is unchanged from last year.  While respondents’ support for taxes has 





six  percent  increase  compared  to  2011  (when  63%  of  respondents  thought  traffic  congestion was  a 
serious problem), overall there has been just a slight increase since 2008. A similar pattern is evident in 




strongly agreed  that  they were concerned, compared  to 45 percent  in 2011.   Since 2008  the average 
rating has increased by over five percent).  Sixty‐seven percent of respondents agreed or strongly agreed 
that  the Borough needs  to do  a better  job of managing  growth  and development, while  66 percent 
agreed  or  strongly  agreed  that  the  Borough  should  designate  commercial  and  industrial  centers  to 
minimize land use conflicts.  
  New questions on  the 2011 Mat‐Su Borough  Survey asked  respondents  to  rate how well  the 
Borough  is  doing  at  regulating  various  land  use  effects,  specifically  noise,  signs  and  billboards, 
commercial  lighting,  natural  resource  extraction,  and  private  airstrips.  As was  the  case  in  2011,  the 
distribution of responses for each of these questions was remarkably similar.  While few people strongly 
agreed that the Borough  is doing a good  job  in this regard, most people did not  indicate they thought 
the Borough  is  doing  a  bad  job  either.  The  lowest  levels  of  satisfaction  concerned  the  regulation  of 
natural resource extraction (the average rating of 1.40 is slightly below “neither agree nor disagree” on 
a five‐point scale).  All other average rating were on the positive side of neutral, that is, they were above 





ten  percent  disagreed  or  strongly  disagreed.        Two  additional  questions  pertaining  to  economic 
development were added to the survey this year.  The first asked whether the Borough should “seek to 
develop our natural  resources.”  Just over one‐third  (64%) of  respondents  agreed or  strongly  agreed, 
while  19  percent  disagreed  or  strongly  disagreed.    Respondents  were  similarly  enthusiastic  about 
developing opportunities for business development of high technology, manufacturing, and aerospace. 
Sixty‐four  percent  agreed  to  some  extent with  this  approach,  and  19  percent  disagreed  or  strongly 
disagreed.    
  Several  questions  were  added  to  the  2011  Mat‐Su  Survey  to  assess  residents’  use  and 
awareness  of  emergency  services,  and  their  households’  preparation  for  disaster.    Generally,  the 
services that were the most used were also the services that respondents reported more awareness of. 
The  ambulance  service  was  both  the  most  used  and  the  service  most  people  were  aware  of.  
Respondents for the most part were reasonably aware of opportunities for training in CPR, First Aid and 
other emergency skills (62%), prevention or preparedness programs (45%), open houses at emergency 






use emergency  services, and  so on.   Despite  this  sentiment, 56 percent of people who answered  the 
question said they planned to use “training in CPR, first aid, or other emergency skills,” and 29 percent 
said  they  planned  to  engage  with  prevention  or  preparedness  programs.    In  all  seven  varieties  of 
services asked about  in these questions, there were  large  increases  in the percentages of respondents 
who indicted they plan to use the service in the future.  
  Overall,  it seems that survey respondents think the borough  is vulnerable to a natural or man‐
made disaster (57%), but only 23 percent think the borough is prepared to recover from such an event, 
should  it  be  widespread.    There  was  strong  support  for  the  statement  that  residents  should  take 
personal  responsibility  for  preparing  for  disasters  (94%  agreed  or  strongly  agreed),  and  much  less 
support for the notion that the borough government  is responsible for preparing residents for disaster 
(only  30%  agreed  or  strongly  agreed).   Not  surprisingly  then, most  respondents  (57%)  said  they  are 
prepared  for a natural or man‐made disaster, and 71 percent claim to have set aside supplies  in their 





More  women  than  men  returned  questionnaires  (53%  female,  47%  male,  with  34  people 
declining  to  answer  the  gender  question).    The  genders  were  more  evenly  balanced  compared  to 
previous  years  of  the  Mat‐Su  Survey.    The  majority  of  respondents  were  white  (92%),  with  Alaska 
Natives and American Indians comprising about three percent of the sample.   Close to six percent self‐




Most  respondents were married  (72%), and  the  typical household  included between  two and 
three people, but not quite one child.   Families with children had an average of 1.6 of  those children 
enrolled  in Mat‐Su  Borough  School District  schools.  The most  typical  level  of  education  reported  by 
respondents was “some college, no degree”  (33%), while  roughly equal numbers of  respondents  (19‐
20%) said they had a high school degree or equivalent or a bachelor’s degree.  Consistent with previous 








Eighty‐eight percent of  survey  respondents owned  their own home, which  is  likely  valued  at 
$200,000 or more, and only 13 percent had a second home outside the Borough.  Eighty percent stated 
that  their  address  is  posted  for  emergency  responders.  This  represents  an  overall  increase  of  eight 
percent since 2008, when only 72 percent of survey takers reported visibly posting their street address.  
The average  respondent has  lived  in  the Borough  for  just over 18 years; since 2008,  length of 
residency has  increased from 16 years.   Respondents, on average, have  lived  in their current home for 
eleven  years,  though  slightly over one‐third  (35%) have  lived  in  their  current home  for  five or  fewer 

























































Services”  (1.96). The overall  rating of Borough  services was 1.85. Residents were quite  satisfied with 
both fire (2.42) and ambulance (2.44) emergency services and the central landfill (2.28).  All ratings for 
schools and recreational services were slightly above “good” on the four‐point scale.      
For  the Borough  services measured here, none  saw a meaningful decrease  in how  they were 





















Very poor 10 1.2 % 0.00 1.8 %
Poor 17 2.0 1.00 3.1
Good 258 30.5 2.00 46.6
Very good 269 31.8 3.00 48.6
Don't know 280 33.1
Total valid 834 98.7 %
Missing 11 1.3
Total 845 100.0 % (1.3% missing)
Table 1.1a. Evaluation of Fire Department Services, 2012


















2008 792 2.5 % 6.3 % 50.1 % 41.0 % 2.30
2009 916 2.9 5.1 49.0 42.9 2.32
2010 579 1.9 4.0 50.1 44.0 2.36
2011 758 2.9 4.4 46.6 46.2 2.36
2012 554 1.8 3.1 46.6 48.6 2.42
5.2 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 1.1b. Evaluation of Fire Department Services: Trends 2008–2012













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
















Very poor 6 0.7 % 0.00 1.1 %
Poor 24 2.8 1.00 4.4
Good 237 28.0 2.00 43.8
Very good 274 32.4 3.00 50.6
Don't know 277 32.8
Total valid 818 96.8 %
Missing 27 3.2
Total 845 100.0 % (3.2% missing)
Table 1.2a. Evaluation of Ambulance Services, 2012


















2008 766 1.0 % 5.7 % 50.9 % 42.3 % 2.35
2009 928 1.5 5.4 46.6 46.6 2.38
2010 574 1.4 3.1 44.6 50.9 2.45
2011 730  2.2 4.5 41.6 51.6 2.43
2012 541  1.1 4.4 43.8 50.6 2.44
3.8 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 1.2b. Evaluation of Ambulance Services: Trends 2008–2012













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012












Very poor 37 4.4 % 0.00 4.5 %
Poor 180 21.3 1.00 21.9
Good 473 56.0 2.00 57.6
Very good 131 15.5 3.00 16.0
Don't know 11 1.3
Total valid 832 98.5 %
Missing 13 1.5
Total 845 100.0 % (1.5% missing)
Table 2.1a. Evaluation of Roadway Maintenance Services, 2012


















2008 1,038 8.5 % 30.2 % 51.3 % 10.1 % 1.63
2009 1,372 5.0 26.6 54.2 14.2 1.78
2010 894 3.7 21.6 57.9 16.8 1.88
2011 1,135 5.3 23.3 55.0 16.5 1.83
2012 821 4.5 21.9 57.6 16.0 1.85
13.5 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 2.1b. Evaluation of Roadway Maintenance Services: Trends 2008–2012













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012


















Very poor 44 5.2 % 0.00 5.4 %
Poor 154 18.2 1.00 19.0
Good 404 47.8 2.00 49.9
Very good 208 24.6 3.00 25.7
Don't know 9 1.1
Total valid 819 96.9 %
Missing 26 3.1
Total 845 100.0 % (3.1% missing)
Table 2.2a. Evaluation of Snowplow Services, 2012


















2008 1,028 7.3 % 22.1 % 52.4 % 18.2 % 1.82
2009 1,363 5.9 20.4 51.1 22.5 1.90
2010 879 4.7 18.0 52.3 25.0 1.98
2011 1,110 5.5 16.3 54.4 23.8 1.96
2012 810 5.4 19.0 49.9 25.7 1.96
7.7 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 2.2b. Evaluation of Snowplow Services: Trends 2008–2012













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012















Very poor 7 0.8 % 0.00 1.1 %
Poor 71 8.4 1.00 10.9
Good 323 38.2 2.00 49.8
Very good 248 29.3 3.00 38.2
Don't know 185 21.9
Total valid 834 98.7 %
Missing 11 1.3
Total 845 100.0 % (1.3% missing)
Table 3.1a. Evaluation of Library Services, 2012


















2008 848 2.1 % 11.0 % 49.4 % 37.5 % 2.22
2009 1,111 1.4 10.3 52.3 36.0 2.23
2010 746 1.5 11.0 54.6 33.0 2.19
2011 901  2.0 10.2 51.2 36.6 2.22
2012 649  1.1 10.9 49.8 38.2 2.25
1.4 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 3.1b. Evaluation of Library Services: Trends 2008–2012













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012














Very poor 13 1.5 % 0.00 2.5 %
Poor 59 7.0 1.00 11.2
Good 284 33.6 2.00 53.7
Very good 173 20.5 3.00 32.7
Don't know 299 35.4
Total valid 828 98.0 %
Missing 17 2.0
Total 845 100.0 % (2% missing)
Table 3.2a. Evaluation of Elementary Schools, 2012


















2008 728 2.7 % 12.1 % 53.3 % 31.9 % 2.14
2009 932 1.4 9.1 56.7 33.8 2.22
2010 606 1.3 9.1 55.4 34.2 2.22
2011 705 3.0 10.9 53.9 32.2 2.15
2012 529 2.5 11.2 53.7 32.7 2.17
1.4 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 3.2b. Evaluation of Elementary Schools: Trends 2008–2012













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

















Very poor 15 1.8 % 0.00 3.0 %
Poor 74 8.8 1.00 15.0
Good 265 31.4 2.00 53.8
Very good 139 16.4 3.00 28.2
Don't know 341 40.4
Total valid 834 98.7 %
Missing 11 1.3
Total 845 100.0 % (1.3% missing)
Table 3.3a. Evaluation of Middle Schools, 2012


















2008 673 4.8 % 18.3 % 53.3 % 23.6 % 1.96
2009 849 2.5 15.8 56.5 26.3 2.06
2010 554 2.9 14.8 55.6 26.7 2.06
2011 646 4.0 15.3 57.0 23.7 2.00
2012 493 3.0 15.0 53.8 28.2 2.07
5.6 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 3.3b. Evaluation of Middle Schools: Trends 2008–2012













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012



















Very poor 18 2.1 % 0.00 3.7 %
Poor 80 9.5 1.00 16.4
Good 255 30.2 2.00 52.3
Very good 135 16.0 3.00 27.7
Don't know 342 40.5
Total valid 830 98.2 %
Missing 15 1.8
Total 845 100.0 % (1.8% missing)
Table 3.4a. Evaluation of High Schools, 2012


















2008 681 6.2 % 21.3 % 50.7 % 21.9 % 1.88
2009 842 3.0 16.3 56.5 25.3 2.03
2010 553 3.3 15.6 55.3 25.9 2.04
2011 663 5.6 16.6 54.8 23.1 1.95
2012 488 3.7 16.4 52.3 27.7 2.04
8.5 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 3.4b. Evaluation of High Schools: Trends 2008–2012













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012




















Very poor 26 3.1 % 0.00 7.2 %
Poor 84 9.9 1.00 23.2
Good 184 21.8 2.00 50.8
Very good 68 8.0 3.00 18.8
Don't know 461 54.6
Total valid 823 97.4 %
Missing 22 2.6
Total 845 100.0 % (2.6% missing)
Table 3.5a. Evaluation of Community Enhancement Programs, 2012


















2008 551 9.1 % 30.7 % 45.6 % 14.7 % 1.66
2009 607 6.6 27.2 54.0 12.2 1.72
2010 409 8.1 29.6 50.9 11.5 1.66
2011 466 8.6 28.1 46.6 16.7 1.71
2012 362 7.2 23.2 50.8 18.8 1.81
9.0 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 3.5b. Evaluation of Community Enhancement Programs: Trends 2008–2012














2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
















Very poor 4 0.5 % 0.00 1.0 %
Poor 51 6.0 1.00 12.2
Good 275 32.5 2.00 65.6
Very good 89 10.5 3.00 21.2
Don't know 418 49.5
Total valid 837 99.1 %
Missing 8 0.9
Total 845 100.0 % (0.9% missing)
Table 4.1a. Evaluation of Wasilla Swimming Pool, 2012


















2008 588 1.4 % 10.2 % 68.2 % 20.2 % 2.07
2009 706 3.0 10.8 62.6 23.7 2.07
2010 470 1.9 10.4 67.0 20.6 2.06
2011 567 2.5 10.1 65.3 22.2 2.07
2012 419 1.0 12.2 65.6 21.2 2.07
0.0 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 4.1b. Evaluation of Wasilla Swimming Pool: Trends 2008–2012













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012














Very poor 4 0.5 % 0.00 1.1 %
Poor 33 3.9 1.00 9.1
Good 240 28.4 2.00 66.5
Very good 84 9.9 3.00 23.3
Don't know 476 56.3
Total valid 837 99.1 %
Missing 8 0.9
Total 845 100.0 % (0.9% missing)
Table 4.2a. Evaluation of Palmer Swimming Pool, 2012


















2008 514 1.4 % 8.0 % 67.1 % 23.5 % 2.13
2009 631 1.9 7.4 62.0 28.7 2.17
2010 422 0.9 5.2 67.1 26.8 2.20
2011 511 2.2 8.0 64.2 25.6 2.13
2012 361 1.1 9.1 66.5 23.3 2.12
-0.5 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 4.2b. Evaluation of Palmer Swimming Pool: Trends 2008–2012













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012


















Very poor 6 0.7 % 0.00 1.7 %
Poor 28 3.3 1.00 8.0
Good 216 25.6 2.00 62.1
Very good 98 11.6 3.00 28.2
Don't know 487 57.6
Total valid 835 98.8 %
Missing 10 1.2
Total 845 100.0 % (1.2% missing)
Table 4.3a. Evaluation of Brett Memorial Ice Arena, 2012


















2008 499 1.2 % 6.6 % 65.1 % 27.1 % 2.18
2009 589 0.8 5.6 61.8 31.7 2.24
2010 413 1.2 4.8 62.0 32.0 2.25
2011 466 0.6 8.4 62.9 28.1 2.18
2012 348 1.7 8.0 62.1 28.2 2.17
-0.5 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 4.3b. Evaluation of Brett Memorial Ice Arena: Trends 2008–2012













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012














Very poor 7 0.8 % 0.00 1.7 %
Poor 38 4.5 1.00 9.3
Good 262 31.0 2.00 64.1
Very good 102 12.1 3.00 24.9
Don't know 424 50.2
Total valid 833 98.6 %
Missing 12 1.4
Total 845 100.0 % (1.4% missing)
Table 4.4a. Evaluation of Athletic Fields, 2012


















2008 589 2.2 % 9.0 % 66.7 % 22.1 % 2.09
2009 686 1.6 10.6 64.6 23.2 2.09
2010 491 2.9 9.8 61.3 26.1 2.11
2011 544 2.9 10.7 63.6 22.8 2.06
2012 409 1.7 9.3 64.1 24.9 2.12
1.4 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 4.4b. Evaluation of Athletic Fields: Trends 2008–2012













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

















Very poor 83 9.8 % 0.00 13.1 %
Poor 142 16.8 1.00 22.4
Good 253 29.9 2.00 39.8
Very good 157 18.6 3.00 24.7
Don't know 205 24.3
Total valid 840 99.4 %
Missing 5 0.6
Total 845 100.0 % (0.6% missing)
Table 5.1a. Evaluation of Recycling Services, 2012


















2008 842 19.1 % 37.9 % 31.6 % 11.4 % 1.35
2009 1,063 13.7 29.3 39.2 17.8 1.61
2010 700 13.9 29.3 39.9 17.0 1.60
2011 834 13.4 24.2 36.3 26.0 1.75
2012 635 13.1 22.4 39.8 24.7 1.76
30.4 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 5.1b. Evaluation of Recycling Services: Trends 2008–2012













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
















Very poor 13 1.5 % 0.00 1.7 %
Poor 40 4.7 1.00 5.3
Good 427 50.5 2.00 56.6
Very good 275 32.5 3.00 36.4
Don't know 85 10.1
Total valid 840 99.4 %
Missing 5 0.6
Total 845 100.0 % (0.6% missing)
Table 5.2a. Evaluation of Central Landfill Services, 2012


















2008 969 2.7 % 8.0 % 64.1 % 25.2 % 2.12
2009 1,267 1.6 7.3 58.2 33.0 2.23
2010 828 1.9 4.5 61.6 32.0 2.24
2011 1,001 2.0 5.3 55.2 37.5 2.28
2012 755 1.7 5.3 56.6 36.4 2.28




Table 5.2b. Evaluation of Central Landfill Services: Trends 2008–2012











2008 2009 2010 2011 2012














Very poor 23 2.7 % 0.00 4.0 %
Poor 86 10.2 1.00 15.0
Good 329 38.9 2.00 57.2
Very good 137 16.2 3.00 23.8
Don't know 260 30.8
Total valid 835 98.8 %
Missing 10 1.2
Total 845 100.0 % (1.2% missing)
Table 6.1a. Evaluation of Animal Care & Regulation Services, 2012


















2008 840 7.6 % 21.7 % 58.5 % 12.3 % 1.75
2009 1,039 4.8 17.2 59.3 18.7 1.92
2010 667 5.2  16.5 60.4 17.8 1.91
2011 819 4.8 16.5 55.4 23.3 1.97
2012 575 4.0 15.0 57.2 23.8 2.01
14.9 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 6.1b. Evaluation of Animal Care & Regulation Services: Trends 2008–2012
Question 6.1. How would you rate these General/Miscellaneous Services?                                 













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

















Very poor 59 7.0 % 0.00 13.4 %
Poor 169 20.0 1.00 38.3
Good 178 21.1 2.00 40.4
Very good 35 4.1 3.00 7.9
Don't know 388 45.9
Total valid 829 98.1 %
Missing 16 1.9
Total 845 100.0 % (1.9% missing)
Table 6.2a. Evaluation of Code/Zoning Enforcement Services, 2012


















2008 712 14.5 % 33.7 % 45.4 % 6.5 % 1.44
2009 846 13.7 33.3 45.2 7.8 1.47
2010 556 12.1 37.5 43.5 6.8 1.45
2011 603 14.3 34.3 42.5 9.0 1.46
2012 441 13.4 38.3 40.4 7.9 1.43
-0.7 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 6.2b. Evaluation of Code/Zoning Enforcement Services: Trends 2008–2012














2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
















Very poor 20 2.4 % 0.00 6.9 %
Poor 63 7.5 1.00 21.8
Good 168 19.9 2.00 58.1
Very good 38 4.5 3.00 13.1
Don't know 531 62.8
Total valid 820 97.0 %
Missing 25 3.0
Total 845 100.0 % (3% missing)
Table 6.3a. Evaluation of Permitting Center, 2012



















2011 411 9.7 % 25.3 % 53.0 % 11.9 % 1.67
2012 289 6.9 21.8 58.1 13.1 1.78
6.6 %
* This question was added to  the survey in 2011.
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:
Table 6.3b. Permitting Center: Trends 2011–2012*
































Very poor 44 5.2 % 0.00 7.1 %
Poor 209 24.7 1.00 33.9
Good 304 36.0 2.00 49.3
Very good 60 7.1 3.00 9.7
Don't know 210 24.9
Total valid 827 97.9 %
Missing 18 2.1
Total 845 100.0 % (2.1% missing)
Table 6.4a. Evaluation of Borough News and Information Dissemination, 2012
Question 6.4. How would you rate these General/Miscellaneous Services?


















2008 790 11.8 % 35.4 % 45.3 % 7.5 % 1.49
2009 1,098 10.8 33.6 48.6 7.0 1.52
2010 728 9.1 37.4 48.2 5.4 1.50
2011 824 11.4 34.0 46.8 7.8 1.51
2012 617 7.1 33.9 49.3 9.7 1.62
8.7 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 6.4b. Evaluation of Borough News and Information Dissemination: Trends 2008–2012
Question 6.4. How would you rate these General/Miscellaneous Services?













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
















Very poor 21 2.5 % 0.00 3.0 %
Poor 134 15.9 1.00 19.4
Good 465 55.0 2.00 67.3
Very good 71 8.4 3.00 10.3
Don't know 111 13.1
Total valid 802 94.9 %
Missing 43 5.1
Total 845 100.0 % (5.1% missing)
Table 6.5a. Overall Evaluation of Borough Services, 2012


















2008 923 4.3 % 20.5 % 67.9 % 7.3 % 1.78
2009 1,233 3.7 18.7 70.7 6.9 1.81
2010 814 2.7 17.3 72.0 8.0 1.85
2011 950 3.5 18.2 70.3 8.0 1.83
2012 691 3.0 19.4 67.3 10.3 1.85
3.9 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 6.5b. Overall Evaluation of Borough Services: Trends 2008–2012
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Seventy‐five  percent  of  respondents  to  the  2012 Mat‐Su  Survey  indicated  that  they  use  the 
Borough‘s libraries.  Between 2008 and 2009, usage declined by close to eight percent, but for the past 
four years, average usage has not changed, even though compared to 2008, more respondents say they 
never use public  libraries  in the borough.   With respect to  individual  facility use, while the  libraries  in 
Palmer and Wasilla are the most popular,  libraries  in the smaller communities are also used by nearby 
residents.  Over the past five years, reported use of the Wasilla Library has fluctuated, while the Palmer 












of public transportation.   There was a slight  increase  in the percentage of respondents reporting  they 
use public transportation at all (from 7.3% to 9.3%); this seems to be largely due to growth in reported 
use of Valley Mover, which almost doubled, and not in MASCOT, which saw a slight decline in reported 





















Never 213 25.2 % 0.00 25.3 %
Seldom 237 28.0 1.00 28.1
Occasionally 232 27.5 2.00 27.5
Fairly often 93 11.0 3.00 11.0
Very often 68 8.0 4.00 8.1
Total valid 843 99.8 %
Missing 2 0.2
Total 845 100.0 % (0.2% missing)
Table 7a. Frequency of Public Library Use, 2012


















2008 1,068 19.8 % 28.5 % 30.4 % 13.3 % 8.1 % 1.61
2009 1,402 25.0 26.7 30.1 10.1 8.0 1.49
2010 817 26.7 28.0 23.6 11.9 9.8 1.50
2011 1,149 27.4 24.2 29.1 12.1 7.2 1.48
2012 843 25.3 28.1 27.5 11.0 8.1 1.49
-7.5 %
Table 7b. Frequency of Public Library Use: Trends 2008–2012





(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (4.00)













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012


















Wasilla 380 45.0 %
Palmer 299 25.4




Trapper Creek 7 0.8
Total responses 849   
Missing Not applicable
Table 8a. Public Libraries Used, 2012





















Wasilla 51.9 % 46.4 % 44.8 % 41.3 % 45.0 % -13.3 %
Palmer 37.8 37.5 34.7 37.5 25.4 -32.8
Big Lake 9.8 7.6 7.7 9.1 10.1 3.1
Willow 5.3 3.6 5.6 4.4 5.2 -1.9
Sutton 2.2 2.2 1.9 2.8 2.6 18.2
Talkeetna 4.1 4.3 4.4 4.2 1.7 -58.5
Trapper Creek 1.4 2.1 1.0 2.1 0.8 -42.9
2011
Percent responding
Table 8b. Public Libraries Used: Trends 2008–2012
Question 8. Which (if any) of these Borough libraries do you use?
(Please check all that apply.)
Percent change 























Never 228 27.0 % 0.00 27.1 %
Seldom 237 28.0 1.00 28.2
Occasionally 252 29.8 2.00 30.0
Fairly often 88 10.4 3.00 10.5
Very often 36 4.3 4.00 4.3
Total valid 841 99.5 %
Missing 4 0.5
Total 845 100.0 % (0.5% missing)
Table 9a. Frequency of Recreational Facility Use, 2012


















2008 1,063 19.3 % 27.7 % 35.6 % 12.3 % 5.2 % 1.56
2009 1,403 25.4 26.1 31.6 12.3 4.6 1.44
2010 914 23.3 26.4 33.3 12.1 4.9 1.49
2011 1,145 29.8 26.7 27.0 12.1 4.4 1.35
2012 841 27.1 28.2 30.0 10.5 4.3 1.37




(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00) (4.00)
Table 9b. Frequency of Recreational Facility Use: Trends 2008–2012














2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
















Other Borough trails 337 39.9 %
Wasilla Sw imming Pool 273 32.3
Palmer Sw imming Pool 212 25.1
Crevasse Moraine trails 171 20.2
Brett Memorial Ice Arena 150 17.8
Total responses 1,143   
Missing
Table 10a. Recreational Facilities Used, 2012
Question 10. Which (if any) of these Borough Recreational Facilities do you use?
















Brett Memorial Ice Arena
Frequency
Recreational facility
Other Borough trails 39.8 % 40.4 % 28.3 % 40.8 % 39.9 % 0.3 %
Wasilla Sw imming Pool 38.8  32.4  22.7  29.1  32.3  -16.8
Palmer Sw imming Pool 26.7 27.9 18.3 25.2 25.1 -6.0
Brett Memorial Ice Arena 22.5 19.6 15.0 19.1 20.2 -10.2
Crevasse Moraine trails 20.7 19.9 15.7 17.4 17.8 -14.0
Table 10b. Recreational Facilities Used: Trends 2008–2012
Question 10. Which (if any) of these Borough Recreational Facilities do you use?

























Personal vehicle 413 48.9 %
Aircraft 27 3.2
Share-a-Van 27 3.2
Transit bus 15 1.8
Other 10 1.2
Total responses 492   
Missing
Table 11a. Modes of Commuting Outside of Borough, 2012
Question 11. If you commute outside of the Borough for work, how do you commute?



















Personal vehicle 47.4 % 48.9 % 3.2 %
Aircraft 4.5 3.2 -28.9
Share-a-Van 3.0 3.2 6.7
Transit bus 1.4 1.8 28.6
Other 1.8 1.2 -33.3
* This question was added to  the survey in 2011.
Table 11b. Modes of Commuting Outside Borough: Trends 2011–2012*
Question 11. If you commute outside of the Borough for work, how do you commute?



















Never 761 90.1 % 0.00 90.7 %
Seldom 48 5.7 1.00 5.7
Occasionally 17 2.0 2.00 2.0
Fairly often 3 0.4 3.00 0.4
Very often 10 1.2 4.00 1.2
Total valid 839 99.3 %
Missing 6 0.7
Total 845 100.0 % (0.7% missing)
Table 12a. Frequency of Public Transportation Use, 2012


















2011 1,140 92.7 % 3.3 % 2.0 % 0.9 % 1.1 % 0.14
2012 839 90.7 5.7 2.0 0.4 1.2 0.16
14.3 %  
(2.00) (3.00) (4.00) Average rating
* This question was added to  the survey in 2011. 
Table 12b. Frequency of Public Transportation Use: Trends 2011–2012*



























Valley Mover 49 5.8 %
MASCOT 29 3.4
Share-a-Van 14 1.8
Sunshine Transit 3 0.4
Chickaloon Transit 3 0.4
Total responses 98   
Missing
Table 13a. Public Transportation Services Used, 2012
Question 13. Which (if any) of these Public Transportation Services do you use?



















MASCOT 3.7 % 3.4 % -8.1 %
Valley Mover 2.6 5.8 123.1
Share-a-Van 1.9 1.8 -5.3
Chickaloon Transit 1.1 0.4 -63.6
Sunshine Transit 0.2 0.4 100.0
 
* This question w as added to the survey in 2011.  Previous years' surveys asked 
specif ically about use of MASCOT.  Of the respondents w ho answ ered that question, the 
percentages reporting some use of MASCOT (w hether it w as seldom, occasional, fairly 




Table 13b. Public Transportation Services Used: Trends 2011–2012*
Question 13. Which (if any) of these Public Transportation Services do you use?


































Borough  residents  report being generally happy with  their neighborhoods and  their  feeling of 
community with neighbors.  The report of the 2010 Mat‐Su Borough Survey commented on a pattern of 
noticeable declines  from 2009  to 2010  in  the average  ratings  for many variables  in  this  section.   This 
pattern  is no  longer evident—many  ratings have continued  to  increase  from  that  low point, but  they 
have not  returned  to  their 2009  levels.    Still, most  respondents  rate  their neighborhoods highly  and 
generally report that their neighbors are trustworthy, get along, and are willing to help one another, but 
only 32 percent are willing to go so far as to say the neighborhood is close‐knit.  Respondents mostly see 
their neighbors as willing  to  intervene  in cases of vandalism by  juveniles, but  so much  in  the  case of 
truant  children hanging out on  street  corners.   On  just  about  all measures of  social  interaction with 
neighbors (with the exception of how many neighbors respondents said they know by sight or by name), 
average  ratings have dropped  steadily  from 2008  to 2012. Overall  though, a majority of  respondents 
continue to report that they borrow items from and visit with their neighbors at least occasionally, know 
a good number of their neighbors, and have friends and relatives in the neighborhood. 
  Forms  of  physical  neighborhood  disorder  (poor  lighting,  overgrown  vegetation,  rundown  or 
neglected buildings and  cars, empty  lots, etc.)  seem  to be  fairly  common  (between 13% and 58%)  in 
respondents’  neighborhoods.   However,  forms  of  social  neighborhood  disorder  (public  drinking/drug 
use, prostitution, graffiti, homeless sleeping  in the neighborhood, etc.) are quite uncommon, reported 
by between 1% and 11% of respondents.   From 2008 to 2012, there were generally small decreases in 
the  percentages  of  respondents  reporting  both  physical  and  social  disorder,  though  slight  and  likely 
insignificant increases were seen in 2012 in panhandling and begging and prostitution.  
Respondents report little or no fear of crime in their neighborhoods, and average ratings on all 
measures of  fear of  crime have declined.    Fear of  crime  rarely—if  ever—prevents  respondents  from 
carrying out their normal activities in the neighborhood.  Fewer than five percent of respondents report 
being victimized  in  their neighborhoods.   This was  relatively unchanged  from  the previous  four years.  























disagree 16 1.9 % 0.00 1.9 %
Disagree 36 4.3 1.00 4.3
Neither agree
nor disagree
96 11.4 1.50 11.5
Agree 335 39.6 2.00 40.3
Strongly agree 349 41.3 3.00 41.9
Don't know 1 0.1
Total valid 833 98.6 % #DIV/0! %  
Missing 12 1.4
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 14.1a. Evaluation of Neighborhood as a Place to Live, 2012























2008 1,051 1.7 % 9.9 % 46.3 % 42.1 % 2.29
2009 1,249 2.0 4.6 46.4 47.0 2.38
2010 804 7.7 9.5 43.3 39.6 2.07
2011 1,135 1.5 5.3 38.1 41.6 2.28
2012 736 2.2 4.9 45.5 47.4 2.28
-0.4 %  Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Question 14.1. Personally, I would rate my neighborhood as an excellent place to live.














2008 2009 2010 2011 2012



















disagree 13 1.5 % 0.00 1.6 %
Disagree 31 3.7 1.00 3.7
Neither agree
nor disagree
56 6.6 1.50 6.7
Agree 358 42.4 2.00 43.0
Strongly agree 375 44.4 3.00 45.0
Don't know 0 0.0
Total valid 833 98.6 % #DIV/0! %  
Missing 12 1.4
Total 845 100.0 %
Question 14.2. On the whole, I like this neighborhood as a place to live.






















2009 1,298 1.3 % 3.0 % 46.4 % 50.7 % 2.44
2010 850 7.2 8.9 43.9 40.0 2.12
2011 1,140 1.0 3.2 42.5 45.3 2.36
2012 777 1.7 4.0 46.1 48.3 2.35
-3.7 %   
(3.00)
Percent change in average rating from 2009–2012:
Question 14.2. On the whole, I like this neighborhood as a place to live.
Table 14.2b. Evaluation of Neighborhood as a Place to Live: Trends 2009–2012*













2009 2010 2011 2012







Not at all 48 5.7 % 0.00 5.7 %
Not much 90 10.7 1.00 10.7
Somew hat 329 38.9 2.00 39.2
Very much 372 44.0 3.00 44.3
Total valid 839 99.3 %
Missing 6 0.7
Total 845 100.0 %
Question 14.3. Suppose that for some reason you HAD to move away from this neighborhood.  Would 
you miss the neighborhood very much, somewhat, not much, or not at all?

















2008 1,055 6.7 % 12.5 % 38.9 % 41.9 % 2.16
2009 1,391 5.2 8.8 38.8 47.1 2.28
2010 916 5.8 11.4 40.9 41.9 2.19
2011 1,152 6.1 11.6 38.3 44.0 2.20
2012 839 5.7 10.7 39.2 44.3 2.22
2.8 %   
Question 14.3. Suppose that for some reason you HAD to move away from this neighborhood.  Would you miss 
the neighborhood very much, somewhat, not much, or not at all?
















2008 2009 2010 2011 2012














disagree 19 2.2 % 0.00 2.4 %
Disagree 66 7.8 1.00 8.2
Neither agree
nor disagree
158 18.7 1.50 19.6
Agree 376 44.5 2.00 46.6
Strongly agree 188 22.2 3.00 23.3
Don't know 33 3.9
Total valid 840 99.4 % #DIV/0! %  
Missing 5 0.6
Total 845 100.0 %
Question 15.1. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following 
statements: People in my neighborhood can be trusted.






















2008 991 2.9 % 15.0 % 58.4 % 23.6 % 2.03
2009 1,064 2.7 8.2 62.3 26.8 2.13
2010 696 4.2 17.2 54.9 23.7 1.88
2011 1,091 2.1 7.5 49.0 19.8 1.97
2012 649 2.9 10.2 57.9 29.0 2.01
-1.0 %  Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 15.1b. People in Neighborhood are Trustworthy: Trends 2008-2012
Question 15.1. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the 













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012











disagree 10 1.2 % 0.00 1.3 %
Disagree 39 4.6 1.00 5.1
Neither agree
nor disagree
162 19.2 1.50 21.2
Agree 381 45.1 2.00 49.9
Strongly agree 172 20.4 3.00 22.5
Don't know 73 8.6
Total valid 837 99.1 % #DIV/0! %  
Missing 8 0.9
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 15.2a. People in Neighborhood Get Along with Each Other, 2012
Question 15.2. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements: 
People in my neighborhood generally get along with each other.
(0.9% missing)
* Responses were reverse-coded.  The original statement was
"People in my neighborhood generally do  no t  get along with each other."






















2008 965 2.9 % 11.6 % 63.2 % 22.3 % 2.05
2009 1,026 2.2 8.4 64.9 24.5 2.12
2010 670 4.0 17.0 55.4 23.6 1.89
2011 1,039 1.0 6.6 50.3 19.3 1.99
2012 602 1.7 6.5 63.3 28.6 2.04
-0.5 %  
Question 15.2. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the 
following statements: People in my neighborhood generally get along with each other.
Table 15.2b. People in Neighborhood Get Along with Each Other: Trends 2008-2012
* Responses were reverse-coded.  The original statement was
"People in my neighborhood generally do  no t  get along with each other."















2008 2009 2010 2011 2012














disagree 43 5.1 % 0.00 5.9 %
Disagree 116 13.7 1.00 16.0
Neither agree
nor disagree
222 26.3 1.50 30.6
Agree 261 30.9 2.00 36.0
Strongly agree 83 9.8 3.00 11.4
Don't know 110 13.0
Total valid 835 98.8 % #DIV/0! %  
Missing 10 1.2
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 15.3a. People in Neighborhood Share Same Values, 2012
Question 15.3. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following 
statements: People in my neighborhood share the same values.
* Responses were reverse-coded.  The original statement was 
"People in my neighborhood do  no t  share the same values." Results 























2008 895 7.2 % 25.3 % 56.4 % 11.2 % 1.72
2009 877 5.7 23.8 52.8 17.7 1.82
2010 547 6.0 31.1 46.3 16.6 1.66
2011 960 5.0 16.9 34.3 10.4 1.67
2012 503 8.5 23.1 51.9 16.5 1.68
-2.3 %  
Question 15.3. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the 
following statements: People in my neighborhood share the same values.
Table 15.3b. People in Neighborhood Share Same Values: Trends 2008-2012
* Responses were reverse-coded.  The original statement was
"People in my neighborhood generally do  no t  get share the same values."
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disagree 16 1.9 % 0.00 2.0 %
Disagree 41 4.9 1.00 5.1
Neither agree
nor disagree
130 15.4 1.50 16.3
Agree 412 48.8 2.00 51.6
Strongly agree 199 23.6 3.00 24.9
Don't know 37 4.4
Total valid 835 98.8 % #DIV/0! %  
Missing 10 1.2
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 15.4a. People in Neighborhood are Willing to Help Their Neighbors, 2012
Question 15.4. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following 






















Table 15.4b. People in Neighborhood are Willing to Help Their Neighbors: Trends 2008-2012
2008 978 2.4 % 11.1 % 59.9 % 26.6 % 2.11
2009 1,130 1.8 5.0 63.8 29.4 2.21
2010 728 4.4 12.9 56.0 26.6 1.96
2011 1,070 1.5 5.2 52.1 25.2 2.09
2012 668 2.4 6.1 61.7 29.8 2.08
-1.4 %   Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Question 15.4. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following 













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012













disagree 66 7.8 % 0.00 8.2 %
Disagree 183 21.7 1.00 22.8
Neither agree
nor disagree
297 35.1 1.50 37.0
Agree 185 21.9 2.00 23.1
Strongly agree 71 8.4 3.00 8.9
Don't know 36 4.3
Total valid 838 99.2 % #DIV/0! %  
Missing 7 0.8
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 15.5a. Neighborhood is Close-Knit, 2012
Question 15.5. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following 






















2008 952 11.4 % 41.9 % 35.7 % 10.9 % 1.46
2009 820 11.5 36.7 38.5 13.3 1.54
2010 546 12.6 36.1 36.8 14.5 1.52
2011 1,073 8.8 22.6 19.9 9.3 1.49
2012 505 13.1 36.2 36.6 14.1 1.51
3.4 %   Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Question 15.5. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following 
statements: Mine is a close-knit neighborhood.













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012















disagree 19 2.2 % 0.00 2.5 %
Disagree 27 3.2 1.00 3.6
Neither agree
nor disagree
61 7.2 1.50 8.1
Agree 411 48.6 2.00 54.7
Strongly agree 234 27.7 3.00 31.1
Don't know 88 10.4
Total valid 840 99.4 % #DIV/0! %  
Missing 5 0.6
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 16.1a. Intervention by Neighbors Against Children Spray-Painting Graffiti, 2012
Question 16.1. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following 
statements: One or more of my neighbors could be counted on to intervene if children were spray-






















2008 974 2.0 % 8.1 % 57.4 % 32.5 % 2.21
2009 1,189 2.2 4.5 55.9 37.3 2.28
2010 765 5.8 10.7 53.3 30.2 2.03
2011 1,009 1.4 3.7 56.8 30.6 2.20
2012 691 2.7 3.9 59.5 33.9 2.18
-1.4 %   
Question 16.1. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements: 
One or more of my neighbors could be counted on to intervene if children were spray-painting graffiti on a 
local building. 








(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)





2008 2009 2010 2011 2012













disagree 17 2.0 % 0.00 2.4 %
Disagree 55 6.5 1.00 7.7
Neither agree
nor disagree
156 18.5 1.50 21.8
Agree 347 41.1 2.00 48.4
Strongly agree 142 16.8 3.00 19.8
Don't know 122 14.4
Total valid 839 99.3 % #DIV/0! %  
Missing 6 0.7
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 16.2a. Intervention by Neighbors Against Disrespectful Children, 2012
Question 16.2. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following 
statements: One or more of my neighbors could be counted on to intervene if children were showing 






















2008 927 4.6 % 17.0 % 59.9 % 18.4 % 1.92
2009 1,009 3.7 8.2 63.8 24.3 2.09
2010 620 5.2 18.5 55.8 20.5 1.83
2011 973 2.7 8.8 51.4 18.1 1.94
2012 561 3.0 9.8 61.9 25.3 1.97
2.6 %   








(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)
Question 16.2. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements: One 
or more of my neighbors could be counted on to intervene if children were showing disrespect toward an adult. 





2008 2009 2010 2011 2012















disagree 19 2.2 % 0.00 2.9 %
Disagree 34 4.0 1.00 5.2
Neither agree
nor disagree
143 16.9 1.50 21.8
Agree 319 37.8 2.00 48.6
Strongly agree 141 16.7 3.00 21.5
Don't know 183 21.7
Total valid 839 99.3 %
Missing 6 0.7
Total 845 100.0 % (0.7% missing)
Table 16.3a. Intervention by Neighbors Against Budget Cuts to Fire Station, 2012
Question 16.3. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements: 






















2008 851 2.6 % 14.5 % 57.0 % 26.0 % 2.06
2009 876 2.2 6.1 63.5 28.3 2.18
2010 577 4.0 15.6 54.6 25.8 1.90
2011 923 2.6 6.7 48.5 23.1 2.02
2012 513 3.7 6.6 62.2 27.5 2.00
-2.9 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 16.3b. Intervention by Neighbors Against Budget Cuts to Fire Station: Trends 2008–2012
Question 16.3. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following 
statements: One of more of my neighbors would intervene if the fire station closest to their home were 













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

















disagree 19 2.2 % 0.00 2.6 %
Disagree 27 3.2 1.00 3.7
Neither agree
nor disagree
110 13.0 1.50 14.9
Agree 405 47.9 2.00 54.8
Strongly agree 178 21.1 3.00 24.1
Don't know 101 12.0
Total valid 840 99.4 %
Missing 5 0.6
Total 845 100.0 % (0.6% missing)
Table 16.4a. Intervention by Neighbors Against Fight Near Home, 2012
Question 16.4. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2008 940 2.1 % 11.8 % 61.5 % 24.6 % 2.09
2009 1,109 2.1 4.7 61.9 31.4 2.23
2010 712 4.8 14.3 55.8 25.1 1.95
2011 984 2.0 5.1 52.8 25.2 2.09
2012 629 3.0 4.3 64.4 28.3 2.08
-0.5 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:








(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)
Question 16.4. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements: 





2008 2009 2010 2011 2012


















disagree 37 4.4 % 0.00 5.6 %
Disagree 84 9.9 1.00 12.7
Neither agree
nor disagree
190 22.5 1.50 28.7
Agree 259 30.7 2.00 39.1
Strongly agree 93 11.0 3.00 14.0
Don't know 177 20.9
Total valid 840 99.4 %
Missing 5 0.6
Total 845 100.0 % (0.6% missing)
Table 16.5a. Intervention by Neighbors Against Truant and Loitering Children, 2012
Question 16.5. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
At least one of my neighbors would intervene if children were skipping school





















2008 820 9.1 % 29.1 % 45.5 % 16.2 % 1.69
2009 855 6.1 14.5 55.2 24.2 1.98
2010 525 6.7 23.0 49.1 21.1 1.75
2011 898 4.8 12.9 39.1 14.4 1.77
2012 473 7.8 17.8 54.8 19.7 1.76
4.1 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 16.5b. Intervention by Neighbors Against Truant and Loitering Children: Trends 2008–2012
Question 16.5. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
At least one of my neighbors would intervene if children were skipping school













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

















Never 337 39.9 % 0.00 40.5 %
Less than once a month 353 41.8 1.00 42.4
Monthly 104 12.3 2.00 12.5
Weekly 31 3.7 3.00 3.7
Daily 8 0.9 4.00 1.0
Total valid 833 98.6 %
Missing 12 1.4
Total 845 100.0 % (1.4% missing)
Table 17.1a. Borrowing Items from Neighbors, 2012











0 20 40 60 80 100
Never





2008 1,063 39.8 % 41.3 % 11.2 % 6.7 % 1.0 % 0.88
2009 1,399 33.8 45.7 14.7 5.2 0.6 0.93
2010 910 32.9 45.4 14.6 6.2 1.0 0.97
2011 1,143 41.5 40.1 13.2 4.8 0.4 0.83
2012 833 40.5 42.4 12.5 3.7 1.0 0.82
-6.8 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
 
Daily
(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00) (4.00)
Table 17.1b. Borrowing Items from Neighbors: Trends 2008–2012














2008 2009 2010 2011 2012















Never 119 14.1 % 0.00 14.4 %
Less than once a month 247 29.2 1.00 30.0
Monthly 185 21.9 2.00 22.5
Weekly 221 26.2 3.00 26.8
Daily 52 6.2 4.00 6.3
Total valid 824 97.5 %
Missing 21 2.5
Total 845 100.0 % (2.5% missing)
Table 17.2a. Visiting with Neighbors, 2012
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Never





2008 1,065 13.3 % 30.0 % 19.9 % 28.5 % 8.3 % 1.88
2009 1,392 11.5 30.4 22.8 28.0 7.3 1.89
2010 905 12.5 28.3 20.2 30.1 9.0 1.95
2011 1,139 14.8 30.0 20.3 27.5 7.4 1.83
2012 824 14.4 30.0 22.5 26.8 6.3 1.81
-3.7 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
 
Daily
(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00) (4.00)
Table 17.2b. Visiting with Neighbors: Trends 2008–2012














2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
















None 23 2.7 % 0.00 2.8 %
One or tw o 179 21.2 1.00 21.6
Several 363 43.0 2.00 43.7
The majority 180 21.3 3.00 21.7
All or almost all 85 10.1 4.00 10.2
Total valid 830 98.2 %
Missing 15 1.8
Total 845 100.0 % (1.8% missing)
Table 17.3a. Knowing Neighbors by Sight or Name, 2012
















All or almost all
Percentage of respondents
2008 1,066 3.0 % 22.8 % 44.1 % 21.2 % 8.9 % 2.10
2009 1,403 2.2 18.3 46.3 22.5 10.7 2.21
2010 915 2.5 22.4 45.8 22.0 7.3 2.09
2011 1,147 2.5 20.9 45.0 22.1 9.4 2.15
2012 830 2.8 21.6 43.7 21.7 10.2 2.15




(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00) (4.00)
Table 17.3b. Knowing Neighbors by Sight or Name: Trends 2008–2012














2008 2009 2010 2011 2012













None 216 25.6 % 0.00 25.9 %
1–3 246 29.1 1.00 29.5
4–6 170 20.1 2.00 20.4
7–9 87 10.3 3.00 10.4
10 or more 114 13.5 4.00 13.7
Total valid 833 98.6 %
Missing 12 1.4
Total 845 100.0 % (1.4% missing)
Table 17.4a. Friends and Relatives in Neighborhood, 2012
Question 17.4. Not counting those who live with you,


















2008 1,067 23.6 % 29.0 % 21.4 % 11.5 % 14.5 % 1.64
2009 1,401 19.1 30.2 22.3 11.5 16.8 1.77
2010 913 22.2 32.0 21.5 9.9 14.5 1.62
2011 1,146 21.9 33.1 20.2 10.2 14.6 1.62
2012 833 25.9 29.5 20.4 10.4 13.7 1.56




(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00) (4.00)
Table 17.4b. Friends and Relatives in Neighborhood: Trends 2008–2012
Question 17.4. Not counting those who live with you,                                                             
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Table 18a. Neighorhood Conditions, 2012



















Overgrown shrubs or trees
Abandoned cars and/or buildings
Rundown or neglected buildings







Transients/homeless sleeping on streets
Prostitution





Poor lighting 57.6 % 62.1 % 56.2 % 55.0 % 57.5 % -0.1 %
Empty lots 52.2 53.5 48.7 48.5 46.7 -10.4
Overgrow n shrubs or trees 49.1 43.5 45.4 46.5 44.4 -9.6
Abandoned cars and/or buildings 36.0 38.7 35.2 36.3 34.4 -4.3
Rundow n or neglected buildings 35.5 36.6 33.2 35.4 33.4 -6.0
Trash in the streets 17.6 17.0 13.6 15.4 16.8 -4.5
Vandalism or graff iti 15.5 14.5 13.1 12.5 13.3 -14.5
Social disorder
Public drinking/drug use 11.5 % 11.6 % 10.5 % 9.7 % 10.9 % -5.3 %
Loitering/hanging out 12.5  10.3  10.6  8.5  9.9  -20.8
Truancy/skipping school 11.5 9.0 9.1 8.6 9.6 -16.5
Public drug sales 7.7 7.6 8.1 8.0 7.0 -9.3
Panhandling/begging 2.7 2.7 2.4 2.2 3.4 27.1  
Transients/homeless sleeping on streets 2.7 3.1 3.4 1.9 2.8 5.2
Prostitution 1.2 1.5 1.3 1.0 1.4 18.3
Table 18b. Neighorhood Conditions: Trends 2008–2012
Question 18. Do any of the following conditions exist in your neighborhood?
Percent 
change from 




















Not at all 359 42.5 % 0.00 43.4 %
A little 329 38.9 1.00 39.7
Moderately 100 11.8 2.00 12.1
A lot 40 4.7 3.00 4.8
Total valid 828 98.0 %
Missing 17 2.0
Total 845 100.0 % (2% missing)
Table 19.1a. Fear of Victimization--Burglary, 2012
Question 19.1. To what extent are you fearful that you or members of your household
















2008 1,065 43.0 % 39.5 % 12.1 % 5.4 % 0.80
2009 1,399 40.0 44.4 11.6 4.1 0.80
2010 915 46.8 40.2 9.3 3.7 0.70
2011 1,147 44.4 40.2 10.9 4.5 0.76
2012 828 43.4 39.7 12.1 4.8 0.78
-2.5 %
Table 19.1b. Fear of Victimization--Burglary: Trends 2008–2012
Question 19.1. To what extent are you fearful that you or members of your household




Not at all A little Moderately A lot
(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)





2008 2009 2010 2011 2012



















Not at all 583 69.0 % 0.00 70.5 %
A little 198 23.4 1.00 23.9
Moderately 43 5.1 2.00 5.2
A lot 3 0.4 3.00 0.4
Total valid 827 97.9 %
Missing 18 2.1
Total 845 100.0 % (2.1% missing)
Table 19.2a. Fear of Victimization--Sexual Assault, 2012
Question 19.2. To what extent are you fearful that you or a member
















2008 1,064 62.9 % 30.5 % 5.8 % 0.8 % 0.45
2009 1,398 62.2 31.8 5.0 1.0 0.45
2010 916 67.4 27.0 5.0 0.7 0.39
2011 1,145 71.1 23.9 3.8 1.2 0.35
2012 827 70.5 23.9 5.2 0.4 0.35
-22.2 %
Table 19.2b. Fear of Victimization--Sexual Assault: Trends 2008–2012
Question 19.2. To what extent are you fearful that you or a member




Not at all A little Moderately A lot
(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)
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Not at all 642 76.0 % 0.00 78.0 %
A little 153 18.1 1.00 18.6
Moderately 20 2.4 2.00 2.4
A lot 8 0.9 3.00 1.0
Total valid 823 97.4 %
Missing 22 2.6
Total 845 100.0 % (2.6% missing)
Table 19.3a. Fear of Victimization--Murder, 2012
Question 19.3. To what extent are you fearful that you or a member
















2008 1,062 75.7 % 21.2 % 2.4 % 0.7 % 0.28
2009 1,396 74.8 21.8 3.0 0.4 0.29
2010 915 79.3 18.1 2.1 0.4 0.24
2011 1,146 79.5 17.3 2.3 1.0 0.25
2012 823 78.0 18.6 2.4 1.0 0.26
-7.1 %
Table 19.3b. Fear of Victimization--Murder: Trends 2008–2012
Question 19.3. To what extent are you fearful that you or a member




Not at all A little Moderately A lot
(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)





2008 2009 2010 2011 2012












Not at all 675 79.9 % 0.00 81.5 %
A little 133 15.7 1.00 16.1
Moderately 15 1.8 2.00 1.8
A lot 5 0.6 3.00 0.6
Total valid 828 98.0 %
Missing 17 2.0
Total 845 100.0 % (2% missing)
Table 19.4a. Fear of Victimization--Kidnapping, 2012
Question 19.4. To what extent are you fearful that you or a member
















2008 1,063 80.7 % 16.7 % 1.8 % 0.9 % 0.23
2009 1,398 78.7 17.6 2.9 0.8 0.26
2010 914 83.9 14.2 1.6 0.2 0.18
2011 1,146 83.0 14.1 1.9 1.0 0.21
2012 828 81.5 16.1 1.8 0.6 0.21
-8.7 %
Table 19.4b. Fear of Victimization--Kidnapping: Trends 2008–2012
Question 19.4. To what extent are you fearful that you or a member




Not at all A little Moderately A lot
(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)





2008 2009 2010 2011 2012










Not at all 501 59.3 % 0.00 60.7 %
A little 265 31.4 1.00 32.1
Moderately 49 5.8 2.00 5.9
A lot 11 1.3 3.00 1.3
Total valid 826 97.8 %
Missing 19 2.2
Total 845 100.0 % (2.2% missing)
Table 19.5a. Fear of Victimization--Attack with Weapon, 2012
Question 19.5. To what extent are you fearful that you or a member
















2008 1,064 57.6 % 34.5 % 5.8 % 2.1 % 0.52
2009 1,398 54.9 36.7 6.5 1.9 0.56
2010 912 62.6 30.7 5.5 1.2 0.45
2011 1,146 65.3 26.9 5.8 2.0 0.45
2012 826 60.7 32.1 5.9 1.3 0.48
-7.7 %
Table 19.5b. Fear of Victimization--Attack with Weapon: Trends 2008–2012
Question 19.5. To what extent are you fearful that you or a member




Not at all A little Moderately A lot
(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)
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Never 590 69.8 % 0.00 71.4 %
Rarely 165 19.5 1.00 20.0
Sometimes 58 6.9 2.00 7.0
Often 13 1.5 3.00 1.6
Total valid 826 97.8 %
Missing 19 2.2
Total 845 100.0 % (2.2% missing)
Table 19.6a. Activities in Neighborhood Prevented by Fear of Crime, 2012
Question 19.6. How often does worry about crime prevent you
















2008 1,065 70.5 % 20.4 % 7.4 % 1.7 % 0.40
2009 1,398 71.7 19.7 7.1 1.5 0.38
2010 914 74.3 19.7 4.8 1.2 0.33
2011 1,139 76.6 16.4 5.4 1.6 0.32
2012 826 71.4 20.0 7.0 1.6 0.39
-2.5 %
Table 19.6b. Activities in Neighborhood Prevented by Fear of Crime: Trends 2008–2012
Question 19.6. How often does worry about crime prevent you




Never Rarely Sometimes Often
(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)





2008 2009 2010 2011 2012














Never 749 88.6 % 0.00 93.6 %
Once 40 4.7 1.00 5.0
Tw ice 6 0.7 2.00 0.8
Three times 2 0.2 3.00 0.3
Four or more times 3 0.4 4.00 0.4
Total valid 800 94.7 %
Missing 45 5.3
Total 845 100.0 %
(5.3% missing)
Table 20.1a. Incidence of Fights Involving Weapons in Neighborhood, 2012
Question 20.1. How often has each of the following things happened in your neighborhood in the past 6 months?
















Four or more times
Percentage of respondents
2008 918 94.1 % 4.5 % 1.0 % 0.0 % 0.4 % 0.08
2009 1,336 92.1 5.9 1.1 0.4 0.5 0.11
2010 895 93.4 5.4 0.8 0.3 0.0 0.08
2011 1,078 95.2 3.6 0.8 0.4 0.0 0.06
2012 800 96.3 5.0 0.8 0.3 0.4 0.09
12.5 % †
Table 20.1b. Incidence of Fights Involving Weapons in Neighborhood: Trends 2008–2012
Question 20.1. How often has each of the following things happened in your neighborhood in the past 6 months?










(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00) (4.00)
Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
 
† This increase should be interpreted with extreme caution 






2008 2009 2010 2011 2012













Never 661 78.2 % 0.00 82.9 %
Once 83 9.8 1.00 10.4
Tw ice 31 3.7 2.00 3.9
Three times 10 1.2 3.00 1.3
Four or more times 12 1.4 4.00 1.5
Total valid 797 94.3 %
Missing 48 5.7
Total 845 100.0 %
(5.7% missing)
Table 20.2a. Incidence of Violent Arguments Between Neighbors, 2012
Question 20.2. How often has each of the following things happened in your neighborhood in the past 6 months?
















Four or more times
Percentage of respondents
2008 919 87.9 % 7.6 % 2.4 % 0.9 % 1.1 % 0.20
2009 1,336 85.0 10.0 2.8 0.8 1.3 0.23
2010 893 86.9 8.3 3.1 1.0 0.7 0.20
2011 1,082 86.1 8.7 2.1 1.6 1.5 0.24
2012 797 82.9 10.4 3.9 1.3 1.5 0.28
40.0 % †
(1.00) (2.00) (3.00) (4.00)




Never Once Tw ice
† This increase should be interpreted with extreme 







Question 20.2. How often has each of the following things happened in your neighborhood in the past 6 months?
A violent argument between neighbors







2008 2009 2010 2011 2012













Never 799 94.6 % 0.00 99.8 %
Once 2 0.2 1.00 0.2
Tw ice 0 0.0 2.00 0.0
Three times 0 0.0 3.00 0.0
Four or more times 0 0.0 4.00 0.0
Total valid 801 94.8 %
Missing 44 5.2
Total 845 100.0 %
(5.2% missing)
Table 20.3a. Incidence of Gang Violence in Neighborhood, 2012

















Four or more times
Percentage of respondents
2008 919 99.8 % 0.0 % 0.1 % 0.0 % 0.1 % 0.01
2009 1,360 99.3 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.01
2010 897 99.7 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.01
2011 1,092 99.5 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.01
2012 801 99.8 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.01












Question 20.3. How often has each of the following things happened in your neighborhood in the past 6 months?
A gang fight
Table 20.3b. Incidence of Gang Violence in Neighborhood: Trends 2008–2012






2008 2009 2010 2011 2012














Never 780 92.3 % 0.00 98.1 %
Once 12 1.4 1.00 1.5
Tw ice 2 0.2 2.00 0.3
Three times 0 0.0 3.00 0.0
Four or more times 1 0.1 4.00 0.1
Total valid 795 94.1 %
Missing 50 5.9
Total 845 100.0 %
(5.9% missing)
Table 20.4a. Incidence of Sexual Assaults or Rapes in Neighborhood, 2012
Question 20.4. How often has each of the following things happened in your neighborhood in the past 6 months?
















Four or more times
Percentage of respondents
2008 910 99.0 % 0.7 % 0.1 % 0.1 % 0.1 % 0.02
2009 1,332 97.3 2.1 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.04
2010 890 98.4 1.3 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.02
2011 1,064 98.4 1.0 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.03
2012 795 98.1 1.5 0.3 0.0 0.1 0.03
50.0 % †
† This increase should be interpreted with extreme 
caution because the base numbers are very small.
Table 20.4b. Incidence of Sexual Assaults or Rapes in Neighborhood: Trends 2008–2012
Percent responding
(1.00) (2.00) (3.00) (4.00)
Average 
ratingYear n







Question 20.4. How often has each of the following things happened in your neighborhood in the past 6 months?
A sexual assault or rape







2008 2009 2010 2011 2012















Never 558 66.0 % 0.00 69.3 %
Once 141 16.7 1.00 17.5
Tw ice 54 6.4 2.00 6.7
Three times 33 3.9 3.00 4.1
Four or more times 19 2.2 4.00 2.4
Total valid 805 95.3 %
Missing 40 4.7
Total 845 100.0 %
(4.7% missing)
Table 20.5a. Incidence of Robberies, Burglaries, or Muggings in Neighborhood, 2012
Question 20.5. How often has each of the following things happened in your neighborhood in the past 6 months?
















Four or more times
Percentage of respondents
2008 903 78.2 % 12.6 % 4.9 % 1.9 % 2.4 % 0.38
2009 1,323 70.6 16.5 7.6 1.9 3.5 0.51
2010 894 72.7 15.8 6.0 2.4 3.1 0.48
2011 1,084 71.6 15.4 6.9 2.7 3.4 0.51
2012 805 69.3 17.5 6.7 4.1 2.4 0.53
39.5 % †
(1.00) (2.00) (3.00) (4.00)




Never Once Tw ice
† This increase should be interpreted with extreme 







Question 20.5. How often has each of the following things happened in your neighborhood in the past 6 months?
A robbery, burglary, or mugging







2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
















No 785 92.9 % 0.00 95.2 %
Yes 40 4.7 1.00 4.8
Total valid 825 97.6 %
Missing 20 2.4
Total 845 100.0 % (2.4% missing)
Table 21a. Victimization by Violence While Living in Neighborhood, 2012
Question 21. While you have lived in this neighborhood, has anyone every used violence, such as in a 













2008 1,046 94.2 % 5.8 % 0.06
2009 1,385 94.6 5.4 0.05
2010 909 94.6 5.4 0.05
2011 1,136 94.4 5.6 0.06
2012 825 95.2 4.8 0.05
-16.7 %  
Table 21b. Victimization by Violence While Living in Neighborhood: Trends 2008-2012
Question 21. While you have lived in this neighborhood, has anyone every used violence, such as in a 














2008 2009 2010 2011 2012














Table 22a. Strategies for Self-Protection, 2012
Question 22. Below is a list of things people may do for self-protection or to feel more secure in their homes and 












0 20 40 60 80 100
Lock doors at night and when you are away from home
Keep a firearm
Keep a phone in the bedroom to call for help
Have outside/automatic lights to deter prowlers
Have a dog
Lock doors during the day and when you are at home
Use a security system on vehicle(s)
Use a home security system
Take self-defense lessons
Attend neighborhood watch meetings
Develop a signal for "danger" with neighbors
Percentage of respondents checking off item
Response
Lock doors at night and w hen you are aw ay from home 90.3 % 90.8 % 90.8 % 90.9 % 91.1 % 0.9 %
Keep a firearm 69.6 71.1 70.6 72.3 69.3 -0.4
Keep a phone in the bedroom to call for help 68.2 70.5 69.2 69.8 67.9 -0.4
Have outside/automatic lights to deter prow lers 61.4 65.6 57.0 61.5 61.9 0.8
Have a dog 62.6 63.1 61.4 63.4 59.3 -5.3
Lock doors during the day and w hen you are at home 50.0 52.3 48.4 49.7 57.3 14.6
Use a security system on vehicle(s) 27.1 28.9 28.5 28.9 33.4 23.1
Use a home security system 14.4 16.8 21.9 25.2 28.6 98.9
Take self-defense lessons 7.4 7.7 10.2 9.6 9.5 27.9
Attend neighborhood w atch meetings 7.1 7.0 7.8 7.7 5.4 -23.3
Develop a signal for "danger" w ith neighbors 3.7 4.9 3.5 5.3 5.2 40.7
Percent change 
from 2008–2012:
Table 22b. Strategies for Self-Protection: Trends 2008–2012
Question 22. Below is a list of things people may do for self-protection or to feel more secure in their homes and 



































  Over  a  third  of  all  respondents  stated  that  they  were  satisfied  with  their  opportunities  to 
provide input on Borough decisions while 22 percent were dissatisfied.  Most people agreed that when 
they phoned  the Borough,  they  received  the  information  they needed  in  a  timely manner  and  from 
polite, professional staff.  While on all these measures there have been declines in average ratings since 
2008 (due to large drops in 2010), in the past two year the ratings have increased slightly.  
New questions were  added  in  2011  asking whether people  currently  access or would  like  to 
access Borough  information  through  various media.   As was  the  case  then,  traditional media—radio, 
newspapers  and  television—were  used  with  much  greater  frequency  than  e‐mail  news  releases, 
YouTube  videos,  and  Facebook. While  there were  slight  increases  in  the percentages of  respondents 
who  said  they  would  start  to  use  these  modern  media  in  the  future,  on  the  whole  there  is  little 
indication of emerging diffusion of  these  technologies.   The Borough’s website was used more often 













period  since  2008,  support  for  eight  of  these  taxes  increased,  though  in  some  cases  by  negligible 
amounts.  The biggest increases were in support of gasoline taxes and property taxes, 31.7 percent and 
46.3 percent,  respectively.   However,  these  remain by  far  the  least  two popular  taxes of  the  eleven 
asked about  in  the survey.   The strongest opposition was  to a  local gasoline  tax  (89% of  respondents 
opposed this to some degree, though only 81% of respondents opposed such a tax if the revenues were 














six  percent  increase  compared  to  2011  (when  63%  of  respondents  thought  traffic  congestion was  a 
serious problem), overall there has been just a slight increase since 2008. A similar pattern is evident in 
the  measure  of  concern  about  water  quality  in  the  Borough;  49  percent  of  respondents  agreed  or 
strongly agreed  that  they were concerned, compared  to 45 percent  in 2011.   Since 2008  the average 
rating has increased by over five percent).  Sixty‐seven percent of respondents agreed or strongly agreed 
that  the Borough needs  to do  a better  job of managing  growth  and development, while  66 percent 
agreed  or  strongly  agreed  that  the  Borough  should  designate  commercial  and  industrial  centers  to 
minimize land use conflicts.  
  New questions on  the 2011 Mat‐Su Borough  Survey asked  respondents  to  rate how well  the 
Borough  is  doing  at  regulating  various  land  use  effects,  specifically  noise,  signs  and  billboards, 
commercial  lighting,  natural  resource  extraction,  and  private  airstrips.  As was  the  case  in  2011,  the 
distribution of responses for each of these questions was remarkably similar.  While few people strongly 
agreed that the Borough  is doing a good  job  in this regard, most people did not  indicate they thought 
the Borough  is  doing  a  bad  job  either.  The  lowest  levels  of  satisfaction  concerned  the  regulation  of 
natural resource extraction (the average rating of 1.40 is slightly below “neither agree nor disagree” on 
a five‐point scale).  All other average rating were on the positive side of neutral, that is, they were above 
1.50, though  in no case was the average rating about 2.00  (“agree”).   The highest  level of satisfaction 
(1.72) was for regulation of signs and billboards.  
In  2011,  a  question  was  added  to  the  survey  asking  respondents  whether  they  think  the 








“seek  to develop our natural  resources.”  Just over one‐third  (64%) of  respondents agreed or strongly 
agreed,  while  19  percent  disagreed  or  strongly  disagreed.    Respondents  were  similarly  enthusiastic 
about  developing  opportunities  for  business  development  of  high  technology,  manufacturing,  and 
aerospace. Sixty‐four percent agreed  to some extent with  this approach, and 19 percent disagreed or 
strongly disagreed.    
  Several  questions  were  added  to  the  2011  Mat‐Su  Survey  to  assess  residents’  use  and 
awareness  of  emergency  services,  and  their  households’  preparation  for  disaster.    Generally,  the 
services that were the most used were also the services that respondents reported more awareness of. 
The  ambulance  service  was  both  the  most  used  and  the  service  most  people  were  aware  of.  
Respondents for the most part were reasonably aware of opportunities for training in CPR, First Aid and 
other emergency skills (62%), prevention or preparedness programs (45%), open houses at emergency 
stations  (36.6%), and  lectures or programs detailing the operations of  local emergency services  (29%).    
Respondents were also asked if they planned to use these services in the future.  Several people wrote 
comments in the margin that this was a strange or stupid question, that one does not ordinarily plan to 
use emergency  services, and  so on.   Despite  this  sentiment, 56 percent of people who answered  the 
question said they planned to use “training in CPR, first aid, or other emergency skills,” and 29 percent 
said  they  planned  to  engage  with  prevention  or  preparedness  programs.    In  all  seven  varieties  of 
services asked about  in these questions, there were  large  increases  in the percentages of respondents 
who indicted they plan to use the service in the future.  
  Overall,  it seems that survey respondents think the borough  is vulnerable to a natural or man‐
made disaster (57%), but only 23 percent think the borough is prepared to recover from such an event, 
should  it  be  widespread.    There  was  strong  support  for  the  statement  that  residents  should  take 
personal  responsibility  for  preparing  for  disasters  (94%  agreed  or  strongly  agreed),  and  much  less 
support for the notion that the borough government  is responsible for preparing residents for disaster 
(only  30%  agreed  or  strongly  agreed).   Not  surprisingly  then, most  respondents  (57%)  said  they  are 
prepared  for a natural or man‐made disaster, and 71 percent claim to have set aside supplies  in their 














disagree 47 5.6 % 0.00 7.0 %
Disagree 100 11.8 1.00 14.9
Neither agree
nor disagree
264 31.2 1.50 39.4
Agree 237 28.0 2.00 35.4
Strongly agree 22 2.6 3.00 3.3
Don't know 160 18.9
Total valid 830 98.2 %
Missing 15 1.8
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 23.1a. Satisfaction with Opportunities for Input on Borough Decisions, 2012
(1.8% missing)
Question 23.1. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2008 819 9.4 % 30.6 % 54.7 % 5.3 % 1.56
2009 752 11.8 30.5 53.5 4.3 1.50
2010 484 8.3 35.1 51.4 5.2 1.52
2011 564 14.5 28.5 50.9 6.0 1.49
2012 406 11.6 24.6 58.4 5.4 1.55
-0.6 %
Question 23.1. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
Overall, I am satisfied with the opportunities the Borough provides to give input on decisions.
Table 23.1b. Satisfaction with Opportunities for Input on Borough Decisions: Trends 2008-2012
Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Strongly 
agree
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disagree 30 3.6 % 0.00 4.6 %
Disagree 77 9.1 1.00 11.8
Neither agree
nor disagree
186 22.0 1.50 28.5
Agree 318 37.6 2.00 48.7
Strongly agree 42 5.0 3.00 6.4
Don't know 179 21.2
Total valid 832 98.5 %
Missing 13 1.5
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 23.2a. Timeliness of Borough Information, 2012
(1.5% missing)
Question 23.2. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2008 715 6.3 % 17.6 % 64.9 % 11.2 % 1.81
2009 751 5.9 20.1 63.9 10.1 1.78
2010 483 5.6 22.6 63.4 8.5 1.68
2011 619 6.8 18.1 65.4 9.7 1.70
2012 467 6.4 16.5 68.1 9.0 1.71
-5.5 %
Table 23.2b. Timeliness of Borough Information: Trends 2008-2012
Question 23.2. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
When I call the Borough, I usually get the information I need in a timely manner.
Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Strongly 
agree










2008 2009 2010 2011 2012



















disagree 15 1.8 % 0.00 2.2 %
Disagree 23 2.7 1.00 3.4
Neither agree
nor disagree
157 18.6 1.50 23.4
Agree 381 45.1 2.00 56.7
Strongly agree 96 11.4 3.00 14.3
Don't know 163 19.3
Total valid 835 98.8 %
Missing 10 1.2
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 23.3a. Politeness of Borough Employees, 2012
(1.2% missing)
Question 23.3. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2008 761 1.2 % 9.7 % 69.6 % 19.4 % 2.07
2009 843 2.1 4.6 74.1 19.1 2.10
2010 539 4.1 13.0 68.8 14.1 1.84
2011 869 2.4 6.1 74.8 16.7 1.93
2012 515 2.9 4.5 74.0 18.6 1.95
-5.8 %
Question 23.3 Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
When I call the Borough, the person I speak with is usually polite and professional.
Table 23.3b. Politeness of Borough Employees: Trends 2008-2012
Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Strongly 
agree










2008 2009 2010 2011 2012


















Use daily 10 1.2 % 3.00 1.5 %
Use w eekly 27 3.2 2.00 4.0
Use monthly 44 5.2 1.00 6.4
Will start to use 107 12.7 ------ 15.7
Never use 495 58.6 0.00 72.5
Not applicable 112 13.3
Total valid 795 94.1 %
Missing 50 5.9
Total 845 100.0 % (5.9% missing)
Table 24.1a. Access to Borough News Releases by Email, 2012
Question 24.1. Following is a list of ways the Borough disseminates news and information.  Please indicate if you 
currently access or would like to access Borough information using these methods.




















2011 924 1.4 % 4.5 % 6.5 % 13.2 % 74.4 % 0.20
2012 683 1.5 4.0 6.4 15.7 72.5 0.19
-5.0




Table 24.1b. Access to Borough News Releases by Email: Trends 2011-2012*
Question 24.1. Following is a list of ways the Borough disseminates news and information.  Please indicate if you 
currently access or would like to access Borough information using these methods.



































Use daily 1 0.1 % 3.00 .1 %
Use w eekly 4 0.5 2.00 .6
Use monthly 15 1.8 1.00 2.2
Will start to use 39 4.6 ------ 5.7
Never use 622 73.6 0.00 91.3
Not applicable 119 14.1
Total valid 800 94.7 %
Missing 45 5.3
Total 845 100.0 % (5.3% missing)
Table 24.2a. Access to Borough YouTube Videos, 2012
Question 24.2. Following is a list of ways the Borough disseminates news and information.  Please indicate if you 





















2011 926 0.1 % 0.9 % 1.1 % 5.2 % 92.8 % 0.03





Table 24.2b. Access to Borough YouTube Videos: Trends 2011-2012*
Question 24.2. Following is a list of ways the Borough disseminates news and information.  Please indicate if you currently 
access or would like to access Borough information using these methods.
Borough YouTube videos
(3.00) (2.00) (1.00) (0.00)
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:





































Use daily 8 0.9 % 3.00 1.1 %
Use w eekly 38 4.5 2.00 5.2
Use monthly 260 30.8 1.00 35.7
Will start to use 145 17.2 ------ 19.9
Never use 278 32.9 0.00 38.1
Not applicable 74 8.8
Total valid 803 95.0 %
Missing 42 5.0
Total 845 100.0 % (5% missing)
Table 24.3a. Access to Borough's Website, 2012
Question 24.3. Following is a list of ways the Borough disseminates news and information.  Please indicate if you 





















2011 869 1.2 % 5.7 % 33.2 % 17.5 % 42.4 % 0.48





Table 24.3b. Access to Borough's Website: Trends 2011-2012*
Question 24.3. Following is a list of ways the Borough disseminates news and information.  Please indicate if you currently 
access or would like to access Borough information using these methods.
Borough's website
(3.00) (2.00) (1.00) (0.00)
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:

































Use daily 24 2.8 % 3.00 3.4 %
Use w eekly 16 1.9 2.00 2.2
Use monthly 17 2.0 1.00 2.4
Will start to use 63 7.5 ------ 8.8
Never use 594 70.3 0.00 83.2
Not applicable 95 11.2
Total valid 809 95.7 %
Missing 36 4.3
Total 845 100.0 % (4.3% missing)
Table 24.4a. Access to Borough News on Facebook, 2012
Question 24.4. Following is a list of ways the Borough disseminates news and information.  Please indicate if you 
currently access or would like to access Borough information using these methods.




















2011 949 0.9 % 1.4 % 1.5 % 8.9 % 87.4 % 0.07





Question 24.4. Following is a list of ways the Borough disseminates news and information.  Please indicate if you currently 
access or would like to access Borough information using these methods.
Borough news on Facebook
Table 24.4b. Access to Borough News on Facebook: Trends 2011-2012*
(3.00) (2.00) (1.00) (0.00)
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:



































Use daily 260 30.8 % 3.00 34.2 %
Use w eekly 133 15.7 2.00 17.5
Use monthly 123 14.6 1.00 16.2
Will start to use 35 4.1 ------ 4.6
Never use 209 24.7 0.00 27.5
Not applicable 46 5.4
Total valid 806 95.4 %
Missing 39 4.6
Total 845 100.0 % (4.6% missing)
Table 24.5a. Access to Local Radio, 2012
Question 24.5. Following is a list of ways the Borough disseminates news and information.  Please indicate if you 





















2011 1,026 33.0 % 16.5 % 15.7 % 5.8 % 29.0 % 1.48





Table 24.5b. Access to Local Radio: Trends 2011-2012*
Question 24.5. Following is a list of ways the Borough disseminates news and information.  Please indicate if you currently 
access or would like to access Borough information using these methods.
Local radio
(3.00) (2.00) (1.00) (0.00)
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:

































Use daily 8 0.9 % 3.00 1.2 %
Use w eekly 5 0.6 2.00 .7
Use monthly 59 7.0 1.00 8.8
Will start to use 114 13.5 ------ 17.0
Never use 483 57.2 0.00 72.2
Not applicable 101 12.0
Total valid 770 91.1 %
Missing 75 8.9
Total 845 100.0 % (8.9% missing)
Table 24.6a. Access to Mat-Su Borough Annual Report, 2012
Question 24.6. Following is a list of ways the Borough disseminates news and information.  Please indicate if you 
currently access or would like to access Borough information using these methods.




















2011 898 0.2 % 1.1 % 9.6 % 14.1 % 74.9 % 0.12





Table 24.6b. Access to Mat-Su Borough Annual Report: Trends 2011-2012*
Question 24.6. Following is a list of ways the Borough disseminates news and information.  Please indicate if you currently 
access or would like to access Borough information using these methods.
Mat-SuBorough Annual Report
(3.00) (2.00) (1.00) (0.00)
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:





































Use daily 170 20.1 % 3.00 22.1 %
Use w eekly 226 26.7 2.00 29.4
Use monthly 155 18.3 1.00 20.2
Will start to use 34 4.0 ------ 4.4
Never use 184 21.8 0.00 23.9
Not applicable 39 4.6
Total valid 808 95.6 %
Missing 37 4.4
Total 845 100.0 % (4.4% missing)
Table 24.7a. Access to Local Newspapers, 2012
Question 24.7. Following is a list of ways the Borough disseminates news and information.  Please indicate if you 





















2011 1,076 21.5 % 30.9 % 19.0 % 4.0 % 24.7 % 1.45





Table 24.7b. Access to Local Newspapers: Trends 2011-2012*
Question 24.7. Following is a list of ways the Borough disseminates news and information.  Please indicate if you currently 
access or would like to access Borough information using these methods.
Local newspapers
(3.00) (2.00) (1.00) (0.00)
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:






























Use daily 320 37.9 % 3.00 42.6 %
Use w eekly 135 16.0 2.00 18.0
Use monthly 76 9.0 1.00 10.1
Will start to use 34 4.0 ------ 4.5
Never use 186 22.0 0.00 24.8
Not applicable 65 7.7
Total valid 816 96.6 %
Missing 29 3.4
Total 845 100.0 % (3.4% missing)
Table 24.8a. Access to Local TV News Programs, 2012
Question 24.8. Following is a list of ways the Borough disseminates news and information.  Please indicate if you 
currently access or would like to access Borough information using these methods.




















2011 1,035 44.3 % 15.6 % 11.0 % 3.7 % 25.5 % 1.75





Table 24.8b. Access to Local TV News Programs: Trends 2011-2012*
Question 24.8. Following is a list of ways the Borough disseminates news and information.  Please indicate if you currently 
access or would like to access Borough information using these methods.
Local TV news programs
(3.00) (2.00) (1.00) (0.00)
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:































disagree 118 14.0 % 0.00 15.1 %
Disagree 203 24.0 1.00 26.1
Neither agree
nor disagree
197 23.3 1.50 25.3
Agree 236 27.9 2.00 30.3
Strongly agree 25 3.0 3.00 3.2
Don't know 55 6.5
Total valid 834 98.7 %
Missing 11 1.3
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 25.1a. Money's Worth for Taxes Paid to Borough, 2012
(1.3% missing)
Question 25.1. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2008 952 19.9 % 39.0 % 37.5 % 3.7 % 1.25
2009 973 21.0 43.3 31.9 3.9 1.19
2010 644 18.6 35.6 38.7 7.1 1.38
2011 785 23.3 37.3 34.3 5.1 1.29
2012 582 20.3 34.9 40.5 4.3 1.34
7.2 %
Question 25.1. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
I feel I am getting my money's worth for the taxes I pay to the Mat-Su Borough.
Table 25.1b. Money's Worth for Taxes Paid to Borough: Trends 2008-2012
Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Strongly 
agree










2008 2009 2010 2011 2012














disagree 57 6.7 % 0.00 7.6 %
Disagree 122 14.4 1.00 16.3
Neither agree
nor disagree
225 26.6 1.50 30.1
Agree 222 26.3 2.00 29.7
Strongly agree 122 14.4 3.00 16.3
Don't know 82 9.7
Total valid 830 98.2 %
Missing 15 1.8
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 25.2a. Use of Funds to Support Open Spaces in the Borough, 2012
(1.8% missing)
Question 25.2. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2008 828 9.1 % 23.6 % 48.1 % 19.3 % 1.78
2009 858 10.3 20.2 47.7 21.9 1.81
2010 557 11.1 23.5 44.9 20.5 1.67
2011 695 14.4 20.1 40.7 24.7 1.68
2012 523 10.9 23.3 42.4 23.3 1.70
-4.5 %
Question 25.2. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
Funds should be spent to preserve open spaces in the Borough.
Table 25.2b. Use of Funds to Support Open Spaces in the Borough: Trends 2008-2012
Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Strongly 
agree










2008 2009 2010 2011 2012























disagree 149 17.6 % 0.00 18.9 %
Disagree 191 22.6 1.00 24.2
Neither agree
nor disagree
123 14.6 1.50 15.6
Agree 282 33.4 2.00 35.8
Strongly agree 43 5.1 3.00 5.5
Don't know 43 5.1
Total valid 831 98.3 %
Missing 14 1.7
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 25.3a. Road Maintenance and Road Service Taxes, 2012
(1.7% missing)
Question 25.3. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2008 983 24.3 % 24.3 % 37.6 % 4.7 % 1.23
2009 1,100 20.6 20.6 39.8 5.9 1.31
2010 687 18.5 29.3 44.5 7.7 1.43
2011 884 20.8 32.7 39.7 6.8 1.36
2012 665 22.4 28.7 42.4 6.5 1.36
10.6 %
Question 25.3. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
The current level of road maintenance in my area is worth what I pay in road service area taxes.
Table 25.3b. Road Maintenance and Road Service Taxes: Trends 2008-2012
Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Strongly 
agree










2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

















disagree 191 22.6 % 0.00 23.1 %
Disagree 153 18.1 1.00 18.5
Neither agree
nor disagree
70 8.3 1.50 8.5
Agree 197 23.3 2.00 23.8
Strongly agree 216 25.6 3.00 26.1
Don't know 11 1.3
Total valid 838 99.2 %
Missing 7 0.8
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 26.1a. Support for Tobacco Tax Increase, 2012
(0.8% missing)
Question 26.1. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2008 1,023 27.2 % 18.7 % 27.0 % 27.2 % 1.54
2009 1,253 24.2 20.2 28.9 26.3 1.57
2010 807 29.7 18.8 27.1 24.3 1.46
2011 1,008 26.8 17.2 25.6 30.5 1.59
2012 757 25.2 20.2 26.0 28.5 1.57
1.9 %
Table 26.1b. Support for Tobacco Tax Increase: Trends 2008-2012
Question 26.1. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
I would support an increase in the tobacco tax to raise money to pay for services.
Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Strongly 
agree










2008 2009 2010 2011 2012





















disagree 177 20.9 % 0.00 21.4 %
Disagree 178 21.1 1.00 21.5
Neither agree
nor disagree
96 11.4 1.50 11.6
Agree 197 23.3 2.00 23.8
Strongly agree 178 21.1 3.00 21.5
Don't know 11 1.3
Total valid 837 99.1 %
Missing 8 0.9
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 26.2a. Support for Local Alcohol Tax, 2012
(0.9% missing)
Question 26.2. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2008 1,029 24.8 % 23.1 % 27.5 % 24.6 % 1.52
2009 1,233 22.8 21.9 31.8 23.5 1.56
2010 780 28.6 20.5 27.9 22.9 1.46
2011 1,001 25.6 20.7 29.2 24.6 1.52
2012 730 24.2 24.4 27.0 24.4 1.51
-0.7 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Strongly 
agree
(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)
Table 26.2b. Support for Local Alcohol Tax: Trends 2008–2012
Question 26.2. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:










2008 2009 2010 2011 2012


















disagree 135 16.0 % 0.00 16.7 %
Disagree 221 26.2 1.00 27.4
Neither agree
nor disagree
154 18.2 1.50 19.1
Agree 202 23.9 2.00 25.1
Strongly agree 94 11.1 3.00 11.7
Don't know 29 3.4
Total valid 835 98.8 %
Missing 10 1.2
Total 845 100.0 % (1.2% missing)
Table 26.3a. Support for Hotel Bed Tax Increase, 2012
Question 26.3. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2008 1,015 19.2 % 36.7 % 29.2 % 15.0 % 1.40
2009 1,089 21.2 34.3 32.0 12.5 1.36
2010 714 22.8 34.9 29.7 12.6 1.36
2011 894 24.6 30.8 30.0 14.7 1.38
2012 652 20.7 33.9 31.0 14.4 1.41
0.7 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Strongly 
agree
(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)
Table 26.3b. Support for Hotel Bed Tax Increase: Trends 2008–2012
Question 26.3. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:










2008 2009 2010 2011 2012






















disagree 203 24.0 % 0.00 24.9 %
Disagree 235 27.8 1.00 28.9
Neither agree
nor disagree
125 14.8 1.50 15.4
Agree 179 21.2 2.00 22.0
Strongly agree 72 8.5 3.00 8.8
Don't know 22 2.6
Total valid 836 98.9 %
Missing 9 1.1
Total 845 100.0 % (1.1% missing)
Table 26.4a. Support for Seasonal Sales Tax, 2012
Question 26.4. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2008 1,015 30.1 % 35.0 % 23.5 % 11.3 % 1.16
2009 1,143 29.4 35.0 25.0 10.6 1.17
2010 757 25.4 34.1 28.3 12.3 1.31
2011 943 28.7 33.3 27.3 10.7 1.24
2012 689 29.5 34.1 26.0 10.4 1.22
5.2 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Strongly 
agree
(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)
Table 26.4b. Support for Seasonal Sales Tax: Trends 2008–2012
Question 26.4. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:










2008 2009 2010 2011 2012


















disagree 228 27.0 % 0.00 28.3 %
Disagree 261 30.9 1.00 32.4
Neither agree
nor disagree
111 13.1 1.50 13.8
Agree 155 18.3 2.00 19.2
Strongly agree 51 6.0 3.00 6.3
Don't know 26 3.1
Total valid 832 98.5 %
Missing 13 1.5
Total 845 100.0 % (1.5% missing)
Table 26.5a. Support for Year-Round Sales Tax, 2012
Question 26.5. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2008 1,024 36.6 % 33.9 % 21.9 % 7.6 % 1.01
2009 1,178 37.2 37.3 18.9 6.6 0.95
2010 759 29.9 34.5 26.1 9.5 1.20
2011 929 37.0 33.7 21.4 7.9 1.07
2012 695 32.8 37.6 22.3 7.3 1.10
8.9 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Strongly 
agree
(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)
Table 26.5b. Support for Year-Round Sales Tax: Trends 2008–2012
Question 26.5. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:










2008 2009 2010 2011 2012



















disagree 131 15.5 % 0.00 16.5 %
Disagree 188 22.2 1.00 23.7
Neither agree
nor disagree
151 17.9 1.50 19.1
Agree 209 24.7 2.00 26.4
Strongly agree 113 13.4 3.00 14.3
Don't know 42 5.0
Total valid 834 98.7 %
Missing 11 1.3
Total 845 100.0 % (1.3% missing)
Table 26.6a. Support for Residential and Commercial Property Impact Fee, 2012
Question 26.6. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
I would support imposing an impact fee on developers for residential and commercial properties





















2008 968 22.4 % 36.0 % 35.1 % 16.4 % 1.46
2009 1,033 24.7 28.2 32.7 14.4 1.37
2010 695 23.9 30.2 29.8 16.1 1.40
2011 865 24.0 26.2 32.3 17.5 1.44
2012 641 20.4 29.3 32.6 17.6 1.48
1.4 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Strongly 
agree
(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)
Table 26.6b. Support for Residential and Commercial Property Impact Fee: Trends 2008–2012
Question 26.6. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
I would support imposing an impact fee on developers for residential and commercial properties










2008 2009 2010 2011 2012




















disagree 451 53.4 % 0.00 54.8 %
Disagree 285 33.7 1.00 34.6
Neither agree
nor disagree
47 5.6 1.50 5.7
Agree 32 3.8 2.00 3.9
Strongly agree 8 0.9 3.00 1.0
Don't know 12 1.4
Total valid 835 98.8 %
Missing 10 1.2
Total 845 100.0 % (1.2% missing)
Table 26.7a. Support for Local Gasoline Tax to Support Services, 2012
Question 26.7. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2008 1,051 64.3 % 31.7 % 2.6 % 1.4 % 0.41
2009 1,289 53.2 41.6 3.8 1.4 0.53
2010 829 46.2 37.8 7.5 8.6 0.84
2011 1,048 59.6 36.1 3.1 1.1 0.52
2012 776 58.1  36.7 4.1 1.0 0.54
31.7 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Strongly 
agree
(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)
Table 26.7b. Support for Local Gasoline Tax to Support Services: Trends 2008–2012
Question 26.7. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:










2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

















disagree 412 48.8 % 0.00 49.9 %
Disagree 254 30.1 1.00 30.8
Neither agree
nor disagree
58 6.9 1.50 7.0
Agree 86 10.2 2.00 10.4
Strongly agree 16 1.9 3.00 1.9
Don't know 11 1.3
Total valid 837 99.1 %
Missing 8 0.9
Total 845 100.0 % (0.9% missing)
Table 26.8a. Support for Local Gasoline Tax to Support Transportation Improvements, 2012
Question 26.8. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2010 808 50.5 % 32.9 % 8.7 % 7.9 % 0.81
2011 1,021 56.0 32.6 8.9 2.4 0.65
2012 768 53.6 33.1 11.2 2.1 0.68
-16.0 %
*This question was added to  the survey in 2010.
Percent change in average rating from 2010–2012:
Table 26.8b. Support for Local Gasoline Tax to Support Transportation Improvements: 
Trends 2010–2012*
Question 26.8. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:


































disagree 440 52.1 % 0.00 53.5 %
Disagree 244 28.9 1.00 29.6
Neither agree
nor disagree
74 8.8 1.50 9.0
Agree 56 6.6 2.00 6.8
Strongly agree 9 1.1 3.00 1.1
Don't know 14 1.7
Total valid 837 99.1 %
Missing 8 0.9
Total 845 100.0 % (0.9% missing)
Table 26.9a. Support for Property Tax Increase, 2012
Question 26.9. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2008 1,043 62.7 % 31.0 % 5.1 % 1.2 % 0.41
2009 1,273 60.6 34.1 4.2 1.2 0.53
2010 808 50.5 32.9 8.7 7.9 0.81
2011 1,013 59.5 32.6 6.6 1.3 0.58
2012 749 58.7 32.6 7.5 1.2 0.60
46.3 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Strongly 
agree
(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)
Table 26.9b. Support for Property Tax Increase: Trends 2008–2012
Question 26.9. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:










2008 2009 2010 2011 2012




















disagree 162 19.2 % 0.00 21.0 %
Disagree 165 19.5 1.00 21.4
Neither agree
nor disagree
157 18.6 1.50 20.4
Agree 168 19.9 2.00 21.8
Strongly agree 118 14.0 3.00 15.3
Don't know 63 7.5
Total valid 833 98.6 %
Missing 12 1.4
Total 845 100.0 % (1.4% missing)
Table 26.10a. Support for Gravel Extracting Tax, 2012
Question 26.10. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2008 929 28.6 % 28.4 % 28.5 % 14.4 % 1.28
2009 1,019 29.1 26.7 29.5 14.6 1.30
2010 679 29.3 28.3 26.1 16.3 1.34
2011 846 31.7 24.2 30.0 14.1 1.31
2012 613 26.4 26.9 27.4 19.2 1.42
10.9 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Strongly 
agree
(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)
Table 26.10b. Support for Gravel Extracting Tax: Trends 2008–2012
Question 26.10. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:










2008 2009 2010 2011 2012














disagree 176 20.8 % 0.00 22.4 %
Disagree 146 17.3 1.00 18.6
Neither agree
nor disagree
144 17.0 1.50 18.4
Agree 236 27.9 2.00 30.1
Strongly agree 82 9.7 3.00 10.5
Don't know 52 6.2
Total valid 836 98.9 %
Missing 9 1.1
Total 845 100.0 % (1.1% missing)
Table 26.11a. Support for Real Estate Transfer Fee, 2012
Question 26.11. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2008 985 24.8 % 24.0 % 38.5 % 12.8 % 1.39
2009 1,086 26.2 23.4 39.1 11.3 1.36
2010 716 27.1 25.0 35.1 12.8 1.37
2011 876 30.8 21.5 36.2 11.5 1.32
2012 640 27.5 22.8 36.9 12.8 1.38
-0.7 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Strongly 
agree
(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)
Table 26.11b. Support for Real Estate Transfer Fee: Trends 2008–2012
Question 26.11. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:










2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
















disagree 73 8.6 % 0.00 9.1 %
Disagree 217 25.7 1.00 27.1
Neither agree
nor disagree
240 28.4 1.50 29.9
Agree 257 30.4 2.00 32.0
Strongly agree 15 1.8 3.00 1.9
Don't know 30 3.6
Total valid 832 98.5 %
Missing 13 1.5
Total 845 100.0 % (1.5% missing)
Table 27.1a. Satisfaction with Development of Mat-Su Borough, 2012
Question 27.1. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2008 978 12.0 % 37.5 % 47.2 % 3.3 % 1.42
2009 974 14.2 41.4 41.3 3.2 1.34
2010 633 11.1 40.4 44.1 4.4 1.44
2011 747 13.9 39.5 43.9 2.7 1.40
2012 562 13.0 38.6 45.7 2.7 1.42
0.0 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Strongly 
agree
(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)
Table 27.1b. Satisfaction with Development of Mat-Su Borough: Trends 2008–2012
Question 27.1. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:










2008 2009 2010 2011 2012


















disagree 14 1.7 % 0.00 1.7 %
Disagree 125 14.8 1.00 15.1
Neither agree
nor disagree
115 13.6 1.50 13.9
Agree 302 35.7 2.00 36.6
Strongly agree 270 32.0 3.00 32.7
Don't know 9 1.1
Total valid 835 98.8 %
Missing 10 1.2
Total 845 100.0 % (1.2% missing)
Table 27.2a. Traffic Congestion as a Problem in the Borough, 2012
Question 27.2. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2008 1,031 2.5 % 26.6 % 35.4 % 35.5 % 2.04
2009 1,183 5.0 19.9 39.6 35.4 2.06
2010 750 6.9 26.7 36.1 30.3 1.83
2011 963 5.2 21.5 41.7 31.6 1.93
2012 711 2.0  17.6 42.5 38.0 2.07
1.5 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Strongly 
agree
(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)
Table 27.2b. Traffic Congestion as a Problem in the Borough: Trends 2008–2012
Question 27.2. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:










2008 2009 2010 2011 2012


















disagree 48 5.7 % 0.00 6.1 %
Disagree 145 17.2 1.00 18.5
Neither agree
nor disagree
207 24.5 1.50 26.4
Agree 244 28.9 2.00 31.2
Strongly agree 139 16.4 3.00 17.8
Don't know 51 6.0
Total valid 834 98.7 %
Missing 11 1.3
Total 845 100.0 %
* This question was slightly changed in 2011 to include this addition after the main statement: "(Drinking Water and Surface Water Bodies)"
(1.3% missing)
Table 27.3a. Concern about Water Quality in the Borough, 2012
Question 27.3. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2008 933 6.2 % 39.8 % 36.4 % 17.6 % 1.65
2009 937 7.5 32.4 39.5 20.6 1.73
2010 614 10.1 35.2 37.6 17.1 1.58
2011 747 7.1 30.4 39.2 23.3 1.70
2012 576 8.3 25.2 42.4 24.1 1.74
5.5 %
* This question was slightly changed in 2011 to  include this addition after the main statement: "(Drinking Water and Surface Water Bodies)"
Table 27.3b. Concern about Water Quality in the Borough: Trends 2008–2012
Question 27.3. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:






Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Strongly 
agree





2008 2009 2010 2011 2012













disagree 15 1.8 % 0.00 1.9 %
Disagree 60 7.1 1.00 7.5
Neither agree
nor disagree
189 22.4 1.50 23.6
Agree 300 35.5 2.00 37.5
Strongly agree 237 28.0 3.00 29.6
Don't know 30 3.6
Total valid 831 98.3 %
Missing 14 1.7
Total 845 100.0 % (1.7% missing)
Table 27.4a. Management of Growth and Development in the Borough, 2012
Question 27.4. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2008 970 4.3 % 12.8 % 46.6 % 36.3 % 2.15
2009 1,087 3.6 9.7 48.7 38.1 2.21
2010 678 8.1 14.3 46.5 31.1 1.89
2011 826 3.3 8.6 50.8 37.3 2.05
2012 612 2.5 9.8 49.0 38.7 2.07
-3.7 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Strongly 
agree
(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)
Table 27.4b. Management of Growth and Development in the Borough: Trends 2008–2012
Question 27.4. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:










2008 2009 2010 2011 2012






















disagree 29 3.4 % 0.00 3.8 %
Disagree 62 7.3 1.00 8.1
Neither agree
nor disagree
166 19.6 1.50 21.8
Agree 315 37.3 2.00 41.3
Strongly agree 191 22.6 3.00 25.0
Don't know 71 8.4
Total valid 834 98.7 %
Missing 11 1.3
Total 845 100.0 % (1.3% missing)
Table 27.5. Designation of Commercial and Industrial Centers, 2012
Question 27.5. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2011 1,240 3.5 % 7.8 % 26.2 % 38.4 % 24.1 % 1.96
2012 763 3.8 8.1 21.8 41.3 25.0 1.98
1.0 %






Table 27.5b. Designation of Commercial and Industrial Centers: Trends 2011–2012*
Question 27.5. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
The Borough should designate commercial and industrial centers to minimize land use conflicts.



























disagree 50 5.9 % 0.00 6.9 %
Disagree 118 14.0 1.00 16.3
Neither agree
nor disagree
242 28.6 1.50 33.5
Agree 293 34.7 2.00 40.6
Strongly agree 19 2.2 3.00 2.6
Don't know 102 12.1
Total valid 824 97.5 %
Missing 21 2.5
Total 845 100.0 % (2.5% missing)
Table 28.1a. Regulation of Noise, 2012






















2011 969 7.0 % 15.6 % 34.7 % 39.6 % 3.1 % 1.56
2012 722 6.9 16.3 33.5 40.6 2.6 1.56
0.0 %
*This question was added to  the survey in 2011.
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:
Percent responding
Table 28.1b. Regulation of Noise: Trends 2011–2012*







































disagree 38 4.5 % 0.00 4.9 %
Disagree 109 12.9 1.00 14.1
Neither agree
nor disagree
179 21.2 1.50 23.2
Agree 390 46.2 2.00 50.6
Strongly agree 55 6.5 3.00 7.1
Don't know 57 6.7
Total valid 828 98.0 %
Missing 17 2.0
Total 845 100.0 % (2% missing)
Table 28.2a. Regulation of Signs and Billboards, 2012






















2011 1,027 4.3 % 9.5 % 25.2 % 53.3 % 7.7 % 1.77
2012 771 4.9 14.1 23.2 50.6 7.1 1.72
-2.8 %
*This question was added to  the survey in 2011.
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:
Percent responding
Table 28.2b. Regulation of Signs and Billboards: Trends 2011–2012*



































disagree 26 3.1 % 0.00 3.6 %
Disagree 93 11.0 1.00 13.0
Neither agree
nor disagree
240 28.4 1.50 33.4
Agree 337 39.9 2.00 46.9
Strongly agree 22 2.6 3.00 3.1
Don't know 96 11.4
Total valid 814 96.3 %
Missing 31 3.7
Total 845 100.0 % (3.7% missing)
Table 28.3a. Regulation of Commercial Lighting, 2012






















2011 978 3.7 % 12.4 % 31.8 % 48.4 % 3.8 % 1.68
2012 718 3.6 13.0 33.4 46.9 3.1 1.66
-1.2 %
*This question was added to  the survey in 2011.
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:
Percent responding
Table 28.3b. Regulation of Commercial Lighting: Trends 2011–2012*



































disagree 89 10.5 % 0.00 13.2 %
Disagree 136 16.1 1.00 20.2
Neither agree
nor disagree
220 26.0 1.50 32.7
Agree 204 24.1 2.00 30.4
Strongly agree 23 2.7 3.00 3.4
Don't know 157 18.6
Total valid 829 98.1 %
Missing 16 1.9
Total 845 100.0 % (1.9% missing)
Table 28.4a. Regulation of Natural Resource Extraction, 2012
Question 28.4. I believe that the Borough is doing a good job of regulating the following land use effects:





















2011 915 11.5 % 20.4 % 33.0 % 31.9 % 3.2 % 1.43
2012 672 13.2 20.2 32.7 30.4 3.4 1.40
-2.1 %
*This question was added to  the survey in 2011.
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:
Percent responding
Table 28.4b. Regulation of Natural Resource Extraction: Trends 2011–2012*
Question 28.4. I believe that the Borough is doing a good job of regulating the following land use effects:
Natural resource extraction (i.e., natural gas, timber, gravel, etc.)
Strongly 
agree






























disagree 27 3.2 % 0.00 4.4 %
Disagree 55 6.5 1.00 9.0
Neither agree
nor disagree
250 29.6 1.50 41.0
Agree 251 29.7 2.00 41.1
Strongly agree 27 3.2 3.00 4.4
Don't know 221 26.2
Total valid 831 98.3 %
Missing 14 1.7
Total 845 100.0 % (1.7% missing)
Table 28.5a. Regulation of Private Airstrips, 2012






















2011 819 4.4 % 8.4 % 41.8 % 40.3 % 5.1 % 1.67
2012 610 4.4 9.0 41.0 41.1 4.4 1.66
-0.6 %
*This question was added to  the survey in 2011.
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:
Percent responding
Table 28.5b. Regulation of Private Airstrips: Trends 2011–2012*































disagree 21 2.5 % 0.00 2.7 %
Disagree 56 6.6 1.00 7.3
Neither agree
nor disagree
143 16.9 1.50 18.6
Agree 406 48.0 2.00 52.7
Strongly agree 144 17.0 3.00 18.7
Don't know 61 7.2
Total valid 831 98.3 %
Missing 14 1.7
Total 845 100.0 % (1.7% missing)
Table 29.1a. Local Businesses and Non-Profits, 2012
Question 29.1. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following statement:
The Borough should direct more resources to working with local businesses and non-profits to grow and 





















2011 1,024 5.7 % 7.4 % 20.8 % 44.2 % 21.9 % 1.93
2012 770 2.7 7.3 18.6 52.7 18.7 1.97
2.1 %
*This question was added to  the survey in 2011.
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:
Table 29.1b. Local Businesses and Non-Profits: Trends 2011–2012*
Question 29.1. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following statement:


































disagree 50 5.9 % 0.00 6.3 %
Disagree 97 11.5 1.00 12.2
Neither agree
nor disagree
139 16.4 1.50 17.5
Agree 325 38.5 2.00 40.9
Strongly agree 183 21.7 3.00 23.0
Don't know 39 4.6
Total valid 833 98.6 %
Missing 12 1.4
Total 845 100.0 % (1.4% missing)
Note:  This question did not appear in surveys prior to 2012. Thus, there is no table to show trends.
Table 29.2. Development of Natural Resources, 2012
Question 29.2. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following statement:



































disagree 23 2.7 % 0.00 2.9 %
Disagree 49 5.8 1.00 6.2
Neither agree
nor disagree
163 19.3 1.50 20.7
Agree 351 41.5 2.00 44.7
Strongly agree 200 23.7 3.00 25.4
Don't know 46 5.4
Total valid 832 98.5 %
Missing 13 1.5
Total 845 100.0 % (1.5% missing)
Note:  This question did not appear in surveys prior to 2012. Thus, there is no table to show trends.
Table 29.3. Business Development of High Tech., Manufacturing, and Aerospace, 2012
Question 29.3. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following statement:



























No 465 55.0 % 0.00 62.4 %
Yes 280 33.1 1.00 37.6
Total valid 745 88.2 %
Missing 100 11.8
Total 845 100.0 %
0.94
Response Value
No 45 5.3 % 0.00 6.3 %
Yes 671 79.4 1.00 93.7
Total valid 716 84.7 %
Missing 129 15.3
Total 845 100.0 %
0.40
Response Value
No 333 39.4 % 0.00 59.6 %
Yes 226 26.7 1.00 40.4
Total valid 559 66.2 %
Missing 286 33.8








I plan to use this service in the future.
(11.8% missing)
Table 30.1a. Use and Awareness of Ambulance Services, 2012
Question 30.1.  For the emergency services listed below, please indicate whether you have used the service, 











I have used this service.

























I have used this service.
Response 2011 2012
No 58.5 % 62.4 % 6.7 %
Yes 41.5 37.6 -9.5
I am aware of this service.
Response 2011 2012
No 13.1 % 6.3 % -52.0 %
Yes 86.9 93.7 7.8
I plan to use this service in the future.
Response 2011 2012
No 64.6 % 59.6 % -7.8 %
Yes 35.4 40.4 14.3
* These questions were added to  the survey in 2011.
Percent responding Percent change 
from 2011–2012:
Percent responding Percent change 
from 2011–2012:
Table 30.1b. Use and Awareness of Ambulance Services: 
Trends 2011–2012*
Question 30.1.  For the emergency services listed below, please 
indicate whether you have used the service, whether you are 
aware of the service, and whether you plan to use the service in the 
future:









No 545 64.5 % 0.00 76.8 %
Yes 165 19.5 1.00 23.2
Total valid 710 84.0 %
Missing 135 16.0
Total 845 100.0 %
0.92
Response Value
No 57 6.7 % 0.00 7.5 %
Yes 698 82.6 1.00 92.5
Total valid 755 89.3 %
Missing 90 10.7
Total 845 100.0 %
0.37
Response Value
No 346 40.9 % 0.00 62.7 %
Yes 206 24.4 1.00 37.3
Total valid 552 65.3 %
Missing 293 34.7
Total 845 100.0 % (34.7% missing)
(10.7% missing)

















Table 30.2a. Use and Awareness of Fire Department Services, 2012
Question 30.2. For the emergency services listed below, please indicate whether you have used the service, 
whether you are aware of the service, and whether you plan to use the service in the future:
Fire Department Service

























I have used this service.
Response 2011 2012
No 71.3 % 76.8 % 7.7 %
Yes 28.7 23.2 -19.1
I am aware of this service.
Response 2011 2012
No 15.6 % 7.5 % -51.5 %
Yes 84.4 92.5 9.5
I plan to use this service in the future.
Response 2011 2012
No 67.3 % 62.7 % -6.9 %
Yes 32.7 37.3 14.3
* These questions were added to  the survey in 2011.
Percent responding Percent change 
from 2011–2012:
Table 30.2b. Use and Awareness of Fire Department Services: 
Trends 2011–2012*
Question 30.2.  For the emergency services listed below, please indicate 
whether you have used the service, whether you are aware of the service, and 
whether you plan to use the service in the future:
Fire Department Service
Percent responding Percent change 
from 2011–2012:







No 600 71.0 % 0.00 88.4 %
Yes 79 9.3 1.00 11.6
Total valid 679 80.4 %
Missing 166 19.6
Total 845 100.0 %
0.83
Response Value
No 124 14.7 % 0.00 16.6 %
Yes 621 73.5 1.00 83.4
Total valid 745 88.2 %
Missing 100 11.8
Total 845 100.0 %
0.30
Response Value
No 378 44.7 % 0.00 70.3 %
Yes 160 18.9 1.00 29.7
Total valid 538 63.7 %
Missing 307 36.3
Total 845 100.0 % (36.3% missing)
(11.8% missing)

















Table 30.3a. Use and Awareness of Rescue Services, 2012
Question 30.3. For the emergency services listed below, please indicate whether you have used the service, 
whether you are aware of the service, and whether you plan to use the service in the future:
Rescue Service

























I have used this service.
Response 2011 2012
No 82.7 % 88.4 % 6.9 %
Yes 17.3 11.6 -32.9
I am aware of this service.
Response 2011 2012
No 25.1 % 16.6 % -33.7 %
Yes 74.9 83.4 11.3
I plan to use this service in the future.
Response 2011 2012
No 73.9 % 70.3 % -4.9 %
Yes 26.1 29.7 13.8
* These questions were added to  the survey in 2011.
Percent responding Percent change 
from 2011–2012:
Table 30.3b. Use and Awareness of Rescue Services: 
Trends 2011–2012*
Question 30.3.  For the emergency services listed below, please 
indicate whether you have used the service, whether you are 
aware of the service, and whether you plan to use the service in the 
future:
Percent responding Percent change 
from 2011–2012:








No 591 69.9 % 0.00 87.0 %
Yes 88 10.4 1.00 13.0
Total valid 679 80.4 %
Missing 166 19.6
Total 845 100.0 %
0.45
Response Value
No 414 49.0 % 0.00 54.6 %
Yes 344 40.7 1.00 45.4
Total valid 758 89.7 %
Missing 87 10.3
Total 845 100.0 %
0.34
Response Value
No 359 42.5 % 0.00 65.9 %
Yes 186 22.0 1.00 34.1
Total valid 545 64.5 %
Missing 300 35.5
Total 845 100.0 % (35.5% missing)
(10.3% missing)

















Table 30.4a. Use and Awareness of Prevention or Preparedness Programs, 2012
Question 30.4. For the emergency services listed below, please indicate whether you have used the service, 
whether you are aware of the service, and whether you plan to use the service in the future:
Prevention or Preparedness Program

























I have used this service.
Response 2011 2012
No 83.6 % 87.0 % 4.1 %
Yes 16.4 13.0 -21.0
I am aware of this service.
Response 2011 2012
No 61.6 % 54.6 % -11.3 %
Yes 38.4 45.4 18.1
I plan to use this service in the future.
Response 2011 2012
No 73.5 % 65.9 % -10.3 %
Yes 26.5 34.1 28.6
* These questions were added to  the survey in 2011.
Percent responding Percent change 
from 2011–2012:
Table 30.4b. Use and Awareness of Prevention or 
Preparedness Programs: Trends 2011–2012*
Question 30.4.  For the emergency services listed below, please 
indicate whether you have used the service, whether you are 
aware of the service, and whether you plan to use the service in the 
future:
Percent responding Percent change 
from 2011–2012:








No 619 73.3 % 0.00 90.0 %
Yes 69 8.2 1.00 10.0
Total valid 688 81.4 %
Missing 157 18.6
Total 845 100.0 %
0.29
Response Value
No 537 63.6 % 0.00 70.7 %
Yes 223 26.4 1.00 29.3
Total valid 760 89.9 %
Missing 85 10.1
Total 845 100.0 %
0.26
Response Value
No 409 48.4 % 0.00 73.8 %
Yes 145 17.2 1.00 26.2
Total valid 554 65.6 %
Missing 291 34.4
Total 845 100.0 % (34.4% missing)
(10.1% missing)

















Table 30.5a. Use and Awareness of Lectures on Local Emergency Services, 2012
Question 30.5. For the emergency services listed below, please indicate whether you have used the service, 
whether you are aware of the service, and whether you plan to use the service in the future:
Lecture or programs detailing the operations of local emergency services

























I have used this service.
Response 2011 2012
No 85.8 % 90.0 % 4.8 %
Yes 14.2 10.0 -29.3
I am aware of this service.
Response 2011 2012
No 71.8 % 70.7 % -1.6 %
Yes 28.2 29.3 4.0
I plan to use this service in the future.
Response 2011 2012
No 78.9 % 73.8 % -6.4 %
Yes 21.1 26.2 23.9
* These questions were added to the survey in 2011.
Percent responding Percent change 
from 2011–2012:
Table 30.5b. Use and Awareness of Lectures on Local Emergency 
Services: Trends 2011–2012*
Question 30.5.  For the emergency services listed below, please indicate 
whether you have used the service, whether you are aware of the service, and 
whether you plan to use the service in the future:
Lecture or programs detailing the operations of local emergency services
Percent responding Percent change 
from 2011–2012:








No 595 70.4 % 0.00 85.6 %
Yes 100 11.8 1.00 14.4
Total valid 695 82.2 %
Missing 150 17.8
Total 845 100.0 %
0.37
Response Value
No 477 56.4 % 0.00 63.4 %
Yes 275 32.5 1.00 36.6
Total valid 752 89.0 %
Missing 93 11.0
Total 845 100.0 %
0.34
Response Value
No 372 44.0 % 0.00 65.7 %
Yes 194 23.0 1.00 34.3
Total valid 566 67.0 %
Missing 279 33.0
Total 845 100.0 % (33% missing)
(11% missing)

















Table 30.6a. Use and Awareness of Open Houses at Emergency Stations, 2012
Question 30.6. For the emergency services listed below, please indicate whether you have used the service, 
whether you are aware of the service, and whether you plan to use the service in the future:
Open House at an emergency station


























I have used this service.
Response 2011 2012  
No 81.6 % 85.6 % 4.9 %  
Yes 18.4 14.4 -21.8
I am aware of this service.
Response 2011 2012
No 63.2 % 63.4 % 0.3 %
Yes 36.8 36.6 -0.5
I plan to use this service in the future.
Response 2011 2012
No 72.5 % 65.7 % -9.3 %
Yes 27.5 34.3 24.6
* These questions were added to  the survey in 2011.
Percent responding Percent change 
from 2011–2012:
Table 30.6b. Use and Awareness of Open Houses at 
Emergency Stations: Trends 2011–2012*
Question 30.6.  For the emergency services listed below, please 
indicate whether you have used the service, whether you are 
aware of the service, and whether you plan to use the service in the 
future:
Percent responding Percent change 
from 2011–2012:








No 438 51.8 % 0.00 62.1 %
Yes 267 31.6 1.00 37.9
Total valid 705 83.4 %
Missing 140 16.6
Total 845 100.0 %
0.62
Response Value
No 282 33.4 % 0.00 37.9 %
Yes 462 54.7 1.00 62.1
Total valid 744 88.0 %
Missing 101 12.0
Total 845 100.0 %
0.56
Response Value
No 263 31.1 % 0.00 44.1 %
Yes 334 39.5 1.00 55.9
Total valid 597 70.7 %
Missing 248 29.3
Total 845 100.0 % (29.3% missing)
(12% missing)

















Table 30.7a. Use and Awareness of CPR and First Aid Training, 2012
Question 30.7. For the emergency services listed below, please indicate whether you have used the service, 
whether you are aware of the service, and whether you plan to use the service in the future:
Training in CPR, First Aid, or other emergency skills

























I have used this service.
Response 2011 2012
No 63.8 % 62.1 % -2.6 %
Yes 36.2 37.9 4.6
I am aware of this service.
Response 2011 2012
No 40.7 % 37.9 % -7.0 %
Yes 59.3 62.1 4.8
I plan to use this service in the future.
Response 2011 2012
No 52.7 % 44.1 % -16.4 %
Yes 47.3 55.9 18.2
* These questions were added to  the survey in 2011.
Percent responding Percent change 
from 2011–2012:
Table 30.7b. Use and Awareness of CPR and First Aid 
Training: Trends 2011–2012*
Question 30.7.  For the emergency services listed below, please 
indicate whether you have used the service, whether you are 
aware of the service, and whether you plan to use the service in the 
future:
Percent responding Percent change 
from 2011–2012:

















disagree 22 2.6 % 0.00 2.7 %
Disagree 155 18.3 1.00 19.0
Neither agree
nor disagree
171 20.2 1.50 21.0
Agree 386 45.7 2.00 47.4
Strongly agree 80 9.5 3.00 9.8
Don't know 19 2.2
Total valid 833 98.6 %
Missing 12 1.4
Total 845 100.0 % (1.4% missing)
Table 31.1a. Household Preparation for Disaster, 2012
Question 31.1. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2011 1,097 2.1 % 18.2 % 20.9 % 47.4 % 11.4 % 1.79
2012 814 2.7 19.0 21.0  47.4 9.8 1.75
-2.2 %
*This question was added to  the survey in 2011.
Agree
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:
Table 31.1a. Household Preparation for Disaster: Trends 2011–2012*
Question 31.1. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
My household is prepared for a natural or man-made disaster.
Strongly 
agree






























disagree 9 1.1 % 0.00 1.1 %
Disagree 41 4.9 1.00 4.9
Neither agree
nor disagree
66 7.8 1.50 7.9
Agree 526 62.2 2.00 63.3
Strongly agree 189 22.4 3.00 22.7
Don't know 5 0.6
Total valid 836 98.9 %
Missing 9 1.1
Total 845 100.0 % (1.1% missing)
Table 31.2a. Home Clear of Wildfire Hazards, 2012
Question 31.2. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2011 1,118 0.6 % 6.0 % 8.0 % 60.6 % 24.8 % 2.14
2012 831 1.1 4.9 7.9 63.3 22.7 2.12
-0.9 %
*This question was added to  the survey in 2011.
Agree
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:
Table 31.2b. Home Clear of Wildfire Hazards: Trends 2011–2012*
Question 31.2. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
I keep the area around my home clear of wildfire hazards.
Strongly 
agree





























disagree 16 1.9 % 0.00 1.9 %
Disagree 129 15.3 1.00 15.6
Neither agree
nor disagree
94 11.1 1.50 11.4
Agree 474 56.1 2.00 57.3
Strongly agree 114 13.5 3.00 13.8
Don't know 5 0.6
Total valid 832 98.5 %
Missing 13 1.5
Total 845 100.0 % (1.5% missing)
Table 31.3a. Disaster Supplies Set Aside, 2012
Question 31.3. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2011 1,122 1.6 % 17.4 % 12.4 % 53.5 % 15.2 % 1.88
2012 827 1.9 15.6 11.4 57.3 13.8 1.89
0.5 %
*This question was added to  the survey in 2011.
Agree
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:
Table 31.3b. Disaster Supplies Set Aside: Trends 2011–2012*
Question 31.3. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
I have supplies set aside in my home for use in case of a disaster.
Strongly 
agree





























disagree 22 2.6 % 0.00 2.8 %
Disagree 180 21.3 1.00 23.2
Neither agree
nor disagree
217 25.7 1.50 27.9
Agree 292 34.6 2.00 37.6
Strongly agree 66 7.8 3.00 8.5
Don't know 44 5.2
Total valid 821 97.2 %
Missing 24 2.8
Total 845 100.0 % (2.8% missing)
Table 31.4a. Independence from Others in a Disaster, 2012
Question 31.4. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2011 1,080 3.9 % 23.2 % 27.9 % 33.7 % 11.3 % 1.66
2012 777 2.8 23.2 27.9 37.6 8.5 1.66
0.0 %




Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:
Note:  In 2011, this question w as w orded as "In the event of a disaster I and my 
family w ill be dependent of others for assistance." It w as rew orded in 2012 to 
remove ambiguity.  Results from 2011 show n above have been reverse-coded.
Table 31.4b. Independence from Others in a Disaster: Trends 2011–2012*
Question 31.4. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
In the event of a disaster I and my family will be independent of others for assistance.
Strongly 
agree

































disagree 10 1.2 % 0.00 1.3 %
Disagree 67 7.9 1.00 8.9
Neither agree
nor disagree
243 28.8 1.50 32.4
Agree 332 39.3 2.00 44.3
Strongly agree 97 11.5 3.00 13.0
Don't know 85 10.1
Total valid 834 98.7 %
Missing 11 1.3
Total 845 100.0 % (1.3% missing)
Table 31.5a. Borough Vulnerability to Disaster, 2012
Question 31.5. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2011 1,027 2.5 % 11.9 % 31.5 % 40.8 % 13.2 % 1.81
2012 749 1.3 8.9 32.4 44.3 13.0 1.85
2.2 %
*This question was added to  the survey in 2011.
Agree
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:
Table 31.5b. Borough Vulnerability to Disaster: Trends 2011–2012*
Question 31.5. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
I believe the borough is vulnerable to a natural or man-made disaster.
Strongly 
agree

































disagree 61 7.2 % 0.00 7.6 %
Disagree 247 29.2 1.00 30.6
Neither agree
nor disagree
257 30.4 1.50 31.8
Agree 209 24.7 2.00 25.9
Strongly agree 33 3.9 3.00 4.1
Don't know 23 2.7
Total valid 830 98.2 %
Missing 15 1.8
Total 845 100.0 % (1.8% missing)
Table 31.6a. Borough Government Responsibility for Preparing Residents for Disasters, 2012
Question 31.6. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2011 1,105 11.1 % 30.5 % 29.8 % 23.0 % 5.6 % 1.38
2012 807 7.6 30.6 31.8 25.9 4.1 1.42
2.9 %
*This question was added to the survey in 2011.
Agree
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:
Table 31.6b. Borough Government Responsibility for Preparing Residents for Disasters: Trends 2011–2012*
Question 31.6. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
I believe the borough government is responsible for preparing residents for disasters.
Strongly 
agree



























disagree 4 0.5 % 0.00 .5 %
Disagree 6 0.7 1.00 .7
Neither agree
nor disagree
44 5.2 1.50 5.3
Agree 473 56.0 2.00 57.1
Strongly agree 301 35.6 3.00 36.4
Don't know 6 0.7
Total valid 834 98.7 %
Missing 11 1.3
Total 845 100.0 % (1.3% missing)
Table 31.7a. Personal Responsibility of Residents in Preparing for Disasters, 2012
Question 31.7. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2011 1,128  0.5 % 0.9 % 5.4 % 53.5 % 39.7 % 2.35
2012 828 0.5  0.7 5.3 57.1 36.4 2.32
-1.3 %
*This question was added to  the survey in 2011.
Agree
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:
Table 31.7b. Personal Responsibility of Residents in Preparing for Disasters: Trends 2011–2012*
Question 31.7. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
I believe residents should take personal responsibility in preparing for disasters.
Strongly 
agree































disagree 66 7.8 % 0.00 13.1 %
Disagree 159 18.8 1.00 31.7
Neither agree
nor disagree
215 25.4 1.50 42.8
Agree 50 5.9 2.00 10.0
Strongly agree 12 1.4 3.00 2.4
Don't know 327 38.7
Total valid 829 98.1 %
Missing 16 1.9
Total 845 100.0 % (1.9% missing)
Table 31.8a. Borough Preparation for a Pandemic, 2012
Question 31.8. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2011 746 10.9 % 28.0 % 46.4 % 12.1 % 2.7 % 1.30
2012 502 13.1 31.7 42.8 10.0 2.4 1.23
-5.4 %
*This question was added to  the survey in 2011.
Agree
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:
Table 31.8b. Borough Preparation for a Pandemic: Trends 2011–2012*
Question 31.8. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
I believe the borough is prepared for an outbreak of Pandemic (influenza) disease.
Strongly 
agree






























disagree 65 7.7 % 0.00 12.1 %
Disagree 152 18.0 1.00 28.4
Neither agree
nor disagree
195 23.1 1.50 36.4
Agree 109 12.9 2.00 20.3
Strongly agree 15 1.8 3.00 2.8
Don't know 296 35.0
Total valid 832 98.5 %
Missing 13 1.5
Total 845 100.0 % (1.5% missing)
Table 31.9a. Recovery of Borough from Widespread Disaster, 2012
Question 31.9. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2011 790 10.6 % 22.5 % 46.1 % 18.6 % 2.2 % 1.35
2012 536 12.1 28.4 36.4 20.3 2.8 1.32
-2.2 %
*This question was added to  the survey in 2011.
Agree
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:
Table 31.9b. Recovery of Borough from Widespread Disaster: Trends 2011–2012*
Question 31.9. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
I believe the borough is prepared to recover from a widespread disaster.
Strongly 
agree






































More  women  than  men  returned  questionnaires  (53%  female,  47%  male,  with  34  people 
declining  to  answer  the  gender  question).    The  genders  were  more  evenly  balanced  compared  to 
previous  years  of  the  Mat‐Su  Survey.    The  majority  of  respondents  were  white  (92%),  with  Alaska 
Natives and American Indians comprising about three percent of the sample.   Close to six percent self‐




Most  respondents were married  (72%), and  the  typical household  included between  two and 
three people, but not quite one child.   Families with children had an average of 1.6 of  those children 
enrolled  in Mat‐Su  Borough  School District  schools.  The most  typical  level  of  education  reported  by 
respondents was “some college, no degree”  (33%), while  roughly equal numbers of  respondents  (19‐
20%) said they had a high school degree or equivalent or a bachelor’s degree.  Consistent with previous 
years, about 12 percent of  respondents had earned a graduate degree.   About one‐quarter  (26%) of 




Eighty‐eight percent of  survey  respondents owned  their own home, which  is  likely  valued  at 
$200,000 or more, and only 13 percent had a second home outside the Borough.  Eighty percent stated 
that  their  address  is  posted  for  emergency  responders.  This  represents  an  overall  increase  of  eight 
percent since 2008, when only 72 percent of survey takers reported visibly posting their street address.  
The average  respondent has  lived  in  the Borough  for  just over 18 years; since 2008,  length of 
residency has  increased from 16 years.   Respondents, on average, have  lived  in their current home for 
eleven  years,  though  slightly over one‐third  (35%) have  lived  in  their  current home  for  five or  fewer 












Under 25 years old 16 1.9 %
25–34 years old 95 11.2
35–44 years old 123 14.6
45–54 years old 185 21.9
55–64 years old 225 26.6
65 years old and over 140 16.6
Total responses 784 92.8 %
Missing 61 7.2
Total 845 100.0 % (7.2% missing)
Table 32a. Respondent Background — Age, 2012
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Average age 45.88 years 50.34 years 50.33 years 51.49 years 51.95 years 13.2 %
Under 25 years old 8.8 % 6.6 % 1.9 % 3.2 % 1.9 % -78.5 %
25–34 years old 14.0 12.0 14.2 12.7 11.2 -19.7
35–44 years old 18.1 17.7 17.0 16.6 14.6 -19.6
45–54 years old 25.7 25.4 26.8 22.7 21.9 -14.8
55–64 years old 21.8 23.8 25.1 24.0 26.6 22.1
65 years old and over 11.6 14.5 14.9 20.8 16.6 42.8
Table 32b. Respondent Background — Age: Trends 2008–2012
Question 32. How old were you on your last b irthday?
Percent responding Percent change 

















Female 430 50.9 %
Male 381 45.1
Total valid 811 96.0 %
Missing 34 4.0
Total 845 100.0 % (4% missing)
Table 33a. Respondent Background — Gender, 2012









Female 59.2 % 58.7 % 56.0 % 57.7 % 53.0 % -10.5 %
Male 40.8 41.3 44.0 42.3 47.0 15.2
Table 33b. Respondent Background —Gender: Trends 2008–2012
Question 33. What is your gender?
Percent responding Percent change 










Married 612 72.4 %
Divorced 95 11.2
Single, never married 65 7.7
Widow ed 29 3.4
Separated 11 1.3
Total responses 812 96.1 %
Missing 33 3.9
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 34a. Respondent Background — Marital Status, 2012


















Married 72.1 % 76.0 % 75.3 % 73.4 % 75.1 % 4.2 %
Divorced 12.8 12.0 10.8 11.3 11.7 -8.6
Single, never married 9.1 7.5 7.6 8.9 8.0 -12.1  
Widow ed 4.1 3.8 4.7 5.5 3.6 -12.2
Separated 1.8 0.7 1.7 0.8 1.3 -27.8
Table 34b. Respondent Background — Marital Status: Trends 2008–2012
2011 2012
Question 34. What is your martial status?
Percent responding Percent change 














Less than a high school diploma 17 2.0 %
High school diploma or equivalent 166 19.6
Some college, no degree 268 31.7
Associates or other 2-year degree 103 12.2
Bachelor's degree 157 18.6
Graduate degree 100 11.8
Total responses 811 96.0 %
Missing 34 4.0
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 35a. Respondent Background — Education, 2012
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Less than a high school diploma 2.5 % 2.2 % 1.7 % 3.2 % 2.1 % -16.0 %
High school diploma or equivalent 20.6 18.7 20.4 19.0 20.5 -0.5
Some college, no degree 35.9 35.1 30.1 33.3 33.0 -8.1
Associates or other 2-year degree 13.0 13.0 13.8 12.1 12.7 -2.3
Bachelor's degree 16.8 19.3 21.5 19.1 19.4 15.5
Graduate degree 11.2 11.6 12.5 13.2 12.3 9.8
Table 35b. Respondent Background — Education: Trends 2008–2012
























Yes 47 5.6 %
No 749 88.6
Total valid 796 94.2 %
Missing 49 5.8
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 36a. Respondent Background — Hispanic or Latino/a Origin, 2012










Yes 4.4 % 5.5 % 2.9 % 4.5 % 5.9 % 34.1 %  †
No 95.6 94.5 97.1 95.5 94.1 -1.6
          †  Large changes should be interpreted with extreme caution because of the small base numbers. 
Percent responding Percent change 
from 2008–2012:
Table 36b. Respondent Background — Hispanic or Latino/a Origin: 
Trends 2008–2012
Question 36. Are you of Hispanic or Latino/a background or origin ?


















White or Caucasian 717 84.9 %
Alaska Native or American 
Indian 28 3.3
Asian 7 0.8
Native Haw aiian, Samoan, 
or Pacif ic Islander 2 0.2
Black or African American 1 0.1
Other 26 3.1
Total responses 781 92.4 %
Missing 64 7.6
Total 845 100.0 % (7.6% missing)
Table 37a. Respondent Background — Race/Ethnicity, 2012
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White or Caucasian 89.7 % 90.2 90.3 % 91.7 % 91.8 % 2.3 %
Alaska Native or American 
Indian 5.1  3.5  4.4  3.6  3.6  -29.4 †
Asian 0.9 1.1 0.9 0.8 0.9 0.0
Native Haw aiian, Samoan, 
or Pacif ic Islander 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.3 -25.0 †
Black or African American 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.2 0.1 -80.0 †
Other 3.3 4.3 3.7 3.5 3.3 0.0
          †  Large changes should be interpreted with extreme caution because of the small base numbers. 
Table 37b. Respondent Background — Race/Ethnicity: Trends 2008–2011
Question 37. What race or ethnicity would you say best  describes you?
Percent responding Percent change 









Less than $20,000 57 6.7 %
$20,000 to $34,999 73 8.6
$35,000 to $49,999 91 10.8
$50,000 to $74,999 164 19.4
$75,000 to $99,999 138 16.3
$100,000 to $124,999 102 12.1
$125,000 to $149,999 40 4.7
$150,000 or more 55 6.5
Total responses 720 85.2 %
Missing 125 14.8
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 38a. Respondent Background — Household Income, 2012
























Less than $20,000 9.0 % 7.7 % 7.1 % 11.4 % 7.9 % -12.2 %
$20,000 to $34,999 10.5 10.0 11.3 10.5 10.1 -3.8
$35,000 to $49,999 12.9 15.4 12.1 13.9 12.6 -2.3
$50,000 to $74,999 25.7 22.5 22.5 24.0 22.8 -11.3
$75,000 to $99,999 17.8 19.2 19.6 15.9 19.2 7.9
$100,000 or more 24.2 25.2 27.3 24.4 27.4 13.2
$100,000 to $124,999 ------ ------ ------ ------ 14.2 % ------
$125,000 to $149,999 ------ ------ ------ ------ 5.6 ------
$150,000 or more ------ ------ ------ ------ 7.6 ------
Table 38b. Respondent Background — Household Income: Trends 2008–2012
Question 38. What is your best estimate of your total household income from last year?
Percent responding Percent change 











1 person 106 12.5 %
2 people 347 41.1
3 people 132 15.6
4 people 119 14.1
5 people 51 6.0
6 people 28 3.3
7 people or more 20 2.4
Total responses 803 95.0 %
Missing 42 5.0
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 39a. Respondent Background — Number of People in Household, 2012



















7 people or more
Frequency
Response
Average 2.85 people 2.95 people 2.85 people 2.76 people 2.80 people -1.8 %
1 person 12.9 % 12.2 % 12.8 % 15.2 % 13.2 % 2.3 %
2 people 40.8 42.1 40.3 43.2 43.2 5.9
3 people 18.6 17.4 18.8 15.5 16.4 -11.8
4 people 14.3 13.7 16.1 13.1 14.8 3.5
5 people 7.2 8.9 6.7 7.1 6.4 -11.1
6 people 3.7 3.5 2.9 3.7 3.5 -5.4
7 people or more 2.5 2.2 2.3 2.3 2.5 0.0
Table 39b. Respondent Background — Number of People in Household: Trends 2008–2012
Question 39. Including yourself, how many people live in your household?











0 children 462 54.7 %
1 child 97 11.5
2 children 108 12.8
3 children 35 4.1
4 children 22 2.6
5 children or more 10 1.2
Total responses 734 86.9 %
Missing 111 13.1
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 40a. Respondent Background — Number of Minor Children in Household, 2012

















5 children or more
Frequency
Response
Average 0.83 children 0.77 children 0.75 children 0.71 children 0.77 children -7.2 %
0 children 60.1 % 62.4 % 62.7 % 64.9 % 62.9 % 4.7 %
1 child 15.8 14.4 14.7 13.9 13.2 -16.5
2 children 13.4 12.3 14.2 12.1 14.7 9.7
3 children 5.9 7.3 5.3 5.4 4.8 -18.6
4 children 2.8 2.6 1.3 2.4 3.0 7.1
5 children or more 2.0 1.0 2.0 1.3 1.4 -30.0
Table 40b. Respondent Background — Number of Minor Children in Household: Trends 2008–2012
Question 40. How many children under the age of 18 currently live in your home?
Percent responding Percent change 












0 children 76 27.9 %
1 child 72 26.5
2 children 83 30.5
3 children 25 9.2
4 children 7 2.6
5 children or more 4 1.5
Total responses 267 98.2 %
Missing 5 1.8
Total 272 100.0 %
* Only the answers from respondents who reported having children under the age of 18 living in their homes (see Table 40a.) are included in 
this table.
Table 41a. Respondent Background — Number of Children in
Mat-Su Borough School District Schools, 2012

















5 children or more
Frequency
Response
Average 1.35 children 1.35 children 1.32 children 1.29 children 1.60 children 18.5 %
0 children 29.5 % 25.8 % 27.6 % 29.8 % 28.5 % -3.4 %
1 child 31.7 35.6 33.9 27.4 27.0 -14.8
2 children 22.6 23.1 24.8 31.1 31.1 37.6
3 children 11.1 11.1 8.8 8.5 9.4 -15.3
4 children 2.7 3.0 3.4 2.1 2.6 -3.7
5 children or more 2.4 1.4 1.6 1.1 1.5 -37.5
* Only the answers from respondents who reported having children under the age of 18 living in their homes (see Table 40a.) are included in this table.
Table 41b. Respondent Background — Number of Children in
Mat-Su Borough School District Schools: Trends 2008–2012
Question 41. How many of your children currently attend Mat-Su Borough School District schools?*
Percent responding Percent change 











Employed, full-time 350 41.4 %
Retired 168 19.9
Self-employed, full-time 87 10.3
Employed, part-time 69 8.2
Full-time homemaker 60 7.1
Disabled, unable to w ork 30 3.6
Unemployed, looking for w ork 20 2.4
Unemployed, not looking for w ork 12 1.4
Full-time student 8 0.9
Total responses 804 95.1 %
Missing 41 4.9
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 42a. Respondent Background — Employment Status, 2012




















Disabled, unable to work
Unemployed, looking for work




Employed, full-time 44.9 % 43.6 % 46.5 % 41.0 % 43.5 % -3.1 %
Retired 16.0 18.3 16.5 22.8 20.9 30.6
Self-employed, full-time 14.7 12.4 11.3 11.1 10.8 -26.5
Employed, part-time 7.3 8.2 9.5 8.1 8.6 17.8
Full-time homemaker 9.1 8.6 7.5 9.2 7.5 -17.6
Disabled, unable to w ork 3.8 3.2 3.5 3.4 3.7 -2.6
Unemployed, looking for w ork 1.9 3.2 3.0 2.6 2.5 31.6
Unemployed, not looking for w ork 1.1 1.2 1.6 0.7 1.5 36.4
Full-time student 1.2 1.2 0.7 1.1 1.0 -16.7
Table 42b. Respondent Background — Employment Status: Trends 2008–2012
2011 2012











Education, Training, and Library Occupations 4.7 % 5.3 % 5.4 % 13.8 %
Construction Occupations 5.1  3.5 5.0 -1.8
Community and Social Services Occupations 1.3 1.9 3.7 185.9  
Office and Administrative Support Occupations 3.9 5.1 3.7 -4.7
Transportation and Material Moving Occupations 1.5 2.7 3.6 145.4  
Sales and Related Occupations 4.1 4.1 3.1 -23.6
Personal Care and Service Occupations 0.9 1.5 2.8 195.0  
Healthcare Support Occupations 1.4 1.9 2.7 95.6  
Management Occupations 3.8 2.0 2.7 -28.9
Business and Financial Operations Occupations 2.6 3.4 2.5 -3.4
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations 2.8 2.7 2.2 -22.7
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations 1.8 2.0 2.2 21.4
Computer and Mathematical Occupations 0.3 0.9 1.9 634.0  
Extraction Occupations 1.2 1.3 1.7  40.7  
Architecture and Engineering Occupations 1.4  1.4  1.4 1.4
Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations 0.9 0.9 1.4 47.5  
Protective Service Occupations 1.3 1.8 1.1 -15.0
Life, Physical, and Social Science Occupations 0.9 1.2 0.7  -26.2
Military Specif ic Occupations 0.4 1.2  0.7 62.3  
Production Occupations 1.0 1.6 0.7 -32.4
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry Occupations 0.7 0.8 0.6 -13.1
Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations 1.2 1.4 0.6 -50.3
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media Occupations 1.5 0.3 0.5 -65.9
Legal Occupations 0.7 0.5 0.4 -42.1
Not enough information given by respondent to classify 1.6 2.2 3.4 118.9
Total responses 47.0 % 51.4 % 54.7 %
Missing 53.0 48.6 45.3
Total 100.0 % 100.0 % 100.0 %
† Changes in this table should be interpreted with extreme caution because the base numbers are very small.
Table 43a. Respondent Background — Type of Employment, 2010-2012*
Question 43a. If you are employed: What type of work do you do?
* The categories used in this table correspond to  the Standard Occupational Classification major groups used by the 
U.S. Department o f Labor, with the exception of "Construction Occupations" and "Extraction Occupations," which 

















Mat-Su Borough 72.6 % 71.1 % 66.5 % 67.8 % 68.7 % -5.4 %
Wasilla 41.0 34.5 34.5 29.1 41.2 0.5
Palmer 23.3 27.7 23.5 28.0 22.1 -5.2
Willow 2.1 1.1 3.1 2.0 1.8 -15.8
Big Lake 1.7 1.1 1.9 3.2 1.4 -19.9  
Talkeetna 3.1 3.2 3.1 3.7 0.7 -77.5 †
Sutton 0.6 1.5 0.0 0.9 0.5 -14.2
Trapper Creek 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.5 ------
Houston 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.9 0.5 ------
Skwentna 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ------
Elsewhere in MSB 0.6 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 ------
    
Anchorage 23.7 24.9 25.2 28.3 28.0 18.2
Elsew here in Alaska 3.5 3.5 8.1 3.4 3.0 -14.2  
Out of State 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.5 0.5 ------
n 781 538 757 534 439
Table 43b. Respondent Background — Zip Code of Place of Employment, 2008-2012
Question 43b. If you are employed: What is the zip code where you work?
2011

















Yes 99 11.7 %
No 170 20.1
Total valid 269 31.8 %
Missing 576 68.2
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 44a. Respondent Background — Business Ownership, 2012
Frequency Percentage
(68.2% missing)
Question 44. If you are currently self-employed, do you own a business in the Mat-Su Borough ?
11.7
20.1





Yes 36.6 % 33.7 % 30.6 % 31.9 % 36.8 % 0.5 %
No 63.4 66.3 69.4 68.1 63.2 -0.3
Percent responding Percent change 
from 2008–2012:
Table 44b. Respondent Background — Business Ownership: 
Question 44. If you are currently self-employed, do you own a business in the Mat-
Su Borough ?
 Trends 2008–2012











Ow n 710 84.0 %
Rent 95 11.2
Total valid 805 95.3 %
Missing 40 4.7
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 45a. Respondent Background — Home Ownership, 2012










Ow n 89.5 % 92.0 % 88.8 % 88.7 % 88.2 % -1.5 %




Table 45b. Respondent Background — Home Ownership: 
Question 45. Do you own your home or do you rent?
Trends 2008-2012














Less than $100,000 40 4.7 %
$100,000 to $149,999 74 8.8
$150,000 to $199,999 142 16.8
$200,000 to $249,999 134 15.9
$250,000 to $299,999 106 12.5
$300,000 to $349,999 73 8.6
$350,000 to $399,999 38 4.5
$400,000 or more 53 6.3
Total responses 660 78.1 %
Missing 185 21.9
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 46a. Respondent Background — Value of Home, 2012






















Less than $75,000* 4.7 % 5.8 % 7.3 % 5.3 % ------  ------  
Less than $100,000 6.1 %
$75,000 to $124,999* 7.5 8.0 6.6 7.2 ------ ------
$100,000 to $149,000 11.2
$125,000 to $199,999 29.2 27.1 28.4 27.7 ------ ------
$150,000 to $199,999* 21.5
$200,000 to $299,999* 36.0 37.2 36.8 35.5 36.4 1.1 %
$200,000 to $249,999 20.3
$250,000 to $299,999 16.1
$300,000 or more* 22.7 21.9 20.9 24.3 24.9 9.7
$300,000 to $349,999 11.1
$350,000 to $399,999 5.8
$400,000 or more 8.0
* These categories for home value were created when the survey was first administered in 2006.  They have been 
modified and expanded to  better measure home values at the high end of the scale. 
2008 2009 2010
Table 46b. Respondent Background — Value of Home: Trends 2008–2012
Question 46. What is your best estimate of your home's current market value?











Yes 657 77.8 %
No 166 19.6
Total valid 823 97.4 %
Missing 22 2.6
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 47a. Respondent Background — Posting of Residential Address for First 
Responders, 2012
Question 47. Whether you own or rent your home, is your address number posted where it can 










Yes 71.7 % 75.9 % 77.6 % 77.3 % 79.8 % 11.3 %
No 28.3 24.1 22.4 22.7 20.2 -28.6
Percent change 
from 2008–2012:
Table 47b. Respondent Background — Posting of Residential Address 
for First Responders: Trends 2008–2012
Question 47. Whether you own or rent your home, is your address number posted 
where it can be seen by first responders in case of an emergency?
Percent responding



















Yes 11 1.3 %
No 810 95.9
Total valid 821 97.2 %
Missing 24 2.8
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 48a. Respondent Background — Condominium Residence, 2012










Yes 1.2 % 1.7 % 1.3 % 1.4 % 1.3 % 8.3 %
No 98.8 98.3 98.7 98.6 98.7 -0.1
Percent responding Percent change 
from 2008–2012:
Table 48b. Respondent Background — Condominium Residence: 
Trends 2008–2012
Question 48. Do you live in a condominium?














Yes 106 12.5 %
No 712 84.3
Total valid 818 96.8 %
Missing 27 3.2
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 49a. Respondent Background — Second Home Outside Borough, 2012










Yes 12.0 % 10.7 % 13.4 % 11.7 % 13.0 % 8.3 %
No 88.0 89.3 86.6 88.3 87.0 -1.1
Percent responding Percent change 
from 2008–2012:
Table 49b. Respondent Background — Second Home Outside 
Borough: Trends 2008–2012
Question 49. Do you currently have a second home outside the Mat-Su Borough?

















Yes 704 83.3 %
No 112 13.3
Total valid 816 96.6 %
Missing 29 3.4
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 50a. Respondent Background — Long-term Residence in Borough, 2012










Yes 84.9 % 87.1 % 84.2 % 84.3 % 86.3 % 1.6 %
No 15.1 12.9 15.8 15.7 13.7 -9.3
Percent responding Percent change 
from 2008–2012:
Table 50b. Respondent Background — Long-term Residence in 
Borough: Trends 2008–2012
Question 50. Do you see yourself staying in the Mat-Su Borough for the long term?











Yes 163 19.3 %
No 640 75.7
Total valid 803 95.0 %
Missing 42 5.0
Total 845 100.0 %
Frequency Percentage
(5% missing)
Table 51a. Respondent Background — Future Plans to Leave Borough, 2012
Question 51. Do you see yourself leaving the Mat-Su Borough to live somewhere else in the foreseeable future?
19.3
75.7





Yes 20.2 % 20.1 % 22.6 % 22.8 % 20.3 % 0.5 %
No 79.8 79.9 77.4 77.2 79.7 -0.1
Percent responding Percent change 
from 2008–2012:
Table 51b. Respondent Background — Future Plans to Leave Borough: 
Trends 2008–2012
Question 51. Do you see yourself leaving the Mat-Su Borough to live somewhere 
else in the foreseeable future?















2 years or less 47 28.8 %
3–5 years 41 25.2
6–10 years 34 20.9
11–15 years 5 3.1
16–25 years 5 3.1
More than 25 years 1 0.6
Total responses 133 81.6 %
Missing 30 18.4
Total 163 100.0 %
* Only the answers from the 163 respondents who indicated they plan to  leave the M at-Su 
Borough in the foreseeable future (see Table 51a.) are included here.
Table 52a. Respondent Background — Time before Leaving Mat-Su, 2012
Question 52. If you do see yourself leaving, how many more years do you expect

















More than 25 years
Frequency
Response
Average 4.9 years 5.1 years 5.4 years 5.0 years 5.4 years 10.2 %
2 years or less 33.5 % 38.6 % 37.4 % 34.3 % 35.3 % 5.4 %
3–5 years 39.9 37.3 32.2 34.3 30.8 -22.8
6–10 years 19.7 19.1 22.2 26.2 25.6 29.9
11–15 years 5.2 2.1 5.8 3.3 3.8 -26.9
16–25 years 1.8 2.1 1.2 1.4 3.8 111.1
More than 25 years 0.0 0.8 1.2 0.5 0.8 -----
* Only the answers from respondents who indicated they plan to  leave the M at-Su 
Borough in the foreseeable future (see Table 51a.) are included here.
Table 52b. Respondent Background — Time before Leaving Mat-Su: Trends 2008–2012
Question 52. If you do see yourself leaving, how many more years do you expect
to live in the Mat-Su Borough before you leave?*
Percent responding Percent change 















2 years or less 72 8.5 %
3–5 years 85 10.1
6–10 years 159 18.8
11–15 years 84 9.9
16–25 years 167 19.8
More than 25 years 251 29.7
Total responses 818 96.8 %
Missing 27 3.2
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 53a. Respondent Background — Time Lived in Mat-Su, 2012
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More than 25 years
Frequency
Response
Average 15.9 years 16.4 years 16.9 years 17.2 years 18.4 years 15.7 %
2 years or less 10.0 % 8.8 % 7.6 % 6.3 % 8.8 % -12.0 %
3–5 years 15.2 16.2 16.5 13.5 10.4 -31.6
6–10 years 17.7 18.5 19.5 21.2 19.4 9.6
11–15 years 12.1 11.4 10.6 11.8 10.3 -14.9
16–25 years 24.3 21.0 15.5 20.4 20.4 -16.0
More than 25 years 20.7 24.0 30.3 20.9 30.7 48.3
Table 53b. Respondent Background — Time Lived in Mat-Su: Trends 2008–2012
Question 53. How many years have you lived in the Mat-Su Borough?
Percent responding Percent change 













Within the past tw o years 142 16.8 % 0.00 18.2 %
3-5 years ago 136 16.1 1.00 17.4
6-10 years ago 177 20.9 2.00 22.6
11-15 years ago 107 12.7 3.00 13.7
16-25 years ago 120 14.2 4.00 15.3
More than 25 years ago 100 11.8 5.00 12.8
Total valid 782 92.5 %
Missing 63 7.5
Total 845 100.0 % (7.5% missing)
Table 54a. Respondent Background — Length of Residence in Current Home, 2012
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Within the past tw o years 20.1 % 15.9 % 16.5 % 12.0 % 18.2 % -9.7 %
3-5 years ago 27.3 25.9 24.5 19.3 17.4 -36.3
6-10 years ago 21.2 22.3 22.7 27.0 22.6 6.8
11-15 years ago 10.3 13.4 13.5 15.5 13.7 32.8
16-25 years ago 14.7 11.8 12.5 15.1 15.3 4.4
More than 25 years ago 6.5 10.8 10.4 11.0 12.8 96.7
20002000
Table 54b. Respondent Background — Length of Residence in Current Home: Trends 
2008–2012
Question 54. When did you move to your current  home?
(Please provide year and month, if known)
Percent responding Percent change 














































Using  the  same  data  as  the  trend  analysis,  specifically  five  years  of Mat‐Su  Borough 
residents’  answers  to  questions  concerning  satisfaction  with  Borough  services,  this  derived 
importance‐performance analysis determines which services are most important to residents in 
order to guide policymakers when setting priorities and allocating resources.   Tables shown  in 





qualities  or  services  are most  important  to  customers  or  citizens.    It  goes  beyond  a  simple 
analysis of what qualities or services are rated highly.  In this particular analysis, the goal was to 
determine which  Borough  services  are  associated with  respondents’  assessment  of  Borough 
services overall.   
Measuring Derived Importance 




multiple  regression and bivariate correlation.   This analysis used yet another method,  that of 
partial correlation.  A partial correlation coefficient is a measure of the association between the 
criterion variable and one of the predictor variables while the effects of the remaining predictor 




increases,  the other  increases.    If one decreases,  the other decreases.   A negative coefficient 
  
                166                                                                                                  VI. Derived Importance‐Performance Analysis  
indicates  that  as one  variable  increases,  the other decreases.     The greater  the  value of  the 
coefficient,  regardless  of  whether  it  is  positive  or  negative,  the  stronger  the  relationship 
between the two variables. 
  In  addition  to  calculating  partial  correlation  coefficients,  these  coefficients  were 
standardized by dividing each coefficient by  the value of  the  largest coefficient  in  that set of 
calculations  and  multiplying  by  100.    Using  this  method,  the  largest  coefficient  in  each  set 
would  always  equal  100.    This  allows  for more  ready  comparison  from  year  to  year.        To 
illustrate  the  calculation,  assume  the  largest  partial  correlation  coefficient  among  predictor 
variables in 2012 was .430 (for “Commercial Lighting”).  This was converted to 100 by dividing 
the coefficient by  itself and multiplying by 100: e.g., (.430/.430)*100 = 1*100 = 100.   Another 
predictor variable,  let’s say “Ambulance,” had a partial correlation coefficient of  ‐.112.   Using 




















































This  section  first  describes  the  variables  in  terms  of  both  derived  importance  and 





Borough  services was  regulation  of  “Commercial  Lighting” with  a  coefficient  of  .430.      This 
indicates  a moderately  strong  and  positive  relationship  between  “Commercial  Lighting”  and 
overall  ratings  of Borough  services.    People who were  satisfied with  the  job  the Borough  is 
doing on  the  regulation of  the effects of commercial  lighting also  tended  to be satisfied with 
Borough  services  overall.    On  the  other  hand,  “Athletic  Fields”  had  a  partial  correlation 




































































calculated by multiplying  the  average of  all  survey  responses, which  ranged  from 0  to 3, by 
33.3.    A  variable  where  every  respondent  rated  the  service  as  “very  good”  would  have  a 
performance  score  of  100.0;  if  every  respondent  rated  the  service  as  “very  poor”  the  score 
would  be  0.0.      Since  2006,  “Ambulance  Services”  has  been  the  highest‐rated  service  by 
respondents;  this  continued  in 2012 with  a  score of 81.3,  itself  a  slight  increase  from 2011.  
Regulation of “Natural Resource Extraction”” remained the lowest‐rated service with a score of 
46.6;  all  the  variables  associated  with  the  new  questions  first  asked  in  2011  concerning 
satisfaction  with  the  regulation  of  various  land  use  effects  scored  low  on  the  performance 
measure.    Considering  the  variables  that  have  been measured  in  all  years  from  2008‐2012, 
“Code/Zoning Enforcement,” after seeing an  increase  in ratings  in 2011, dropped back  to  the 
bottom of the  list.   “Dissemination of News” continues to have a very  low performance score, 
although  it  has  also  shown  a  gradual  increase  over  the  past  five  years.  “Recycling” was  the 












Service 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Ambulance Services 78.2 79.3 81.6 80.9 81.3
Fire Department Services 76.6 77.3 78.6 78.6 80.6
Central Landfill 70.6 74.3 74.6 75.9 75.9
Library Service 74.1 74.3 72.9 73.9 74.9
Brett Memorial Ice Arena 72.7 74.7 74.9 72.6 72.3
Elementary Schools 71.4 74.0 73.9 71.6 72.3
Palmer Swimming Pool 70.9 72.3 73.3 70.9 70.6
Athletic Fields 69.6 69.7 70.3 68.6 70.6
Wasilla Swimming Pool 69.1 69.0 68.6 68.9 68.9
Middle Schools 65.3 68.7 68.6 66.6 68.9
High Schools 62.8 67.7 67.9 64.9 67.9
Animal Care and Regulation 58.5 64.0 63.6 65.6 66.9
Snowplow Service 60.5 63.3 65.9 65.3 65.3
Roadway Maintenance 54.3 59.3 62.6 60.9 61.6
Community Enhancement Programs 55.3 57.3 55.3 55.9 60.3
Permitting Center ‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐ 55.6 59.3
Recycling 45.1 53.7 53.3 58.3 58.6
Signs and Billboards ‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐ 58.9 57.3
Private Airstrips ‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐ 55.6 55.3
Commercial Lighting ‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐ 48.6 55.3
Dissemination of News 49.5 50.7 50.0 50.3 53.9
Noise ‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐ 51.9 51.9
Code/Zoning Enforcement 47.9 49.0 48.3 56.9 47.6








its  X  value  (derived  importance)  and  Y  value  (performance).      Negative  values  for  derived 





and on derived  importance.   Those  in Quadrant  II,  in  the upper‐left hand  corner,  are  above 
average  on  performance  but  below  average  on  derived  importance.    The  lower‐left  hand 
corner,  Quadrant  III,  contains  variables  that  are  below  average  both  on  performance  and 
derived importance.  Finally, Quadrant IV, in the lower‐right hand section of the graph, includes 
variables that are below average on performance and above average on derived importance. 










Table  56  shows which  quadrant  each  Borough  service  fell  into  during  2008  to  2012.  
Services are sorted by their  locations  in quadrants  in 2012.   Over the  five years shown  in the 





particular  note  are  those  that  moved  from  Quadrant  IV  to  Quadrant  I—“Animal  Care  and 
Regulation” and “Snowplow Service.”  This indicates a shift from a quadrant containing services 
residents  think  are  important  but  rate  below  average,  to  a  quadrant with  services  that  are 
considered important and rated above average. 
Some services (those predominantly  located  in Quadrants I and II) have generally been 
consistently  rated highly, but  there has been  some variation  in  the extent  to which  they are 
seen as  important.   These services  include elementary, middle, and high schools; both Palmer 
and Wasilla libraries; emergency services; central landfill, and recreational facilities.  
Services  that  are  not  highly  correlated with  overall  satisfaction  and  also  rated  below 
average  are  found  in Quadrant  III.    These  include  regulation  of  noise,  private  airstrips,  and 
natural  resource  extraction;  “Community  Enhancement  Programs;”  and  “Roadway 
Maintenance.” Focusing efforts here  is not expected  to  increase  the average overall rating of 
Borough services. 
Quadrant  IV  contains  the  services  that  could  benefit  from  increased  attention.  
Residents  consider  these  services  to  be  important,  but  rate  them  low.  Relative  to  other 
services,  increasing  resident  satisfaction  in  these  areas  should  result  in  greater  overall 
satisfaction  with  Borough  services.    Included  in  this  category  are  “Dissemination  of  News” 
(which has not moved from this category in five years) and three additions to the 2011 survey, 
“Permitting Center” and regulation of commercial lighting and signs and billboards.   
“Community  Enhancement  Programs”  and  “Code/Zoning  Enforcement,”  after  being 
located  fairly  consistently  in Quadrant  IV  from 2007‐2010, moved  to Quadrant  III,  indicating 
that residents’  level of satisfaction with these services  is not as strongly associated with their 
level  of  overall  satisfaction  with  Borough  services.      Satisfaction  with  “Snowplow  Service” 








Service 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Animal Care and Regulation III IV III I I
Elementary Schools II I II II I
Palmer Pool I  II II II I
Library Service II II II II I
Brett Memorial Ice Arena II III II II I
Snowplow Service IV IV III II I
Fire Department II II I I II
Central Landfill I I II I II
High Schools III II II I II
Middle Schools I II I II II
Wasilla Pool II I II II II
Ambulance II I II II II
Athletic Fields II III II II II
Noise ‐‐‐ ‐‐‐ ‐‐‐ III III
Private Airstrips ‐‐‐ ‐‐‐ ‐‐‐ III III
Natural Resource Extraction ‐‐‐ ‐‐‐ ‐‐‐ III III
Recycling IV II III III III
Community Enhancement Programs III IV IV III III
Roadway Maintenance III II IV IV III
Signs and Billboards ‐‐‐ ‐‐‐ ‐‐‐ III IV
Code/Zoning Enforcement IV IV IV III IV
Commercial Lighting ‐‐‐ ‐‐‐ ‐‐‐ IV IV
Permitting Center ‐‐‐ ‐‐‐ ‐‐‐ IV IV




















































































































































































































































































































































































into  the  available  text  field  at  the  end  of  the  on‐line  version  of  the  survey),  and  some  also  wrote 
comments next to questions throughout the questionnaire.  This section of the report includes many of 
the  comments  offered  by  respondents,  organized  into  several  broad  areas  in  line with  those  in  the 
questionnaire:  emergency  services;  road  maintenance  services;  education;  recreational  and  public 
facilities;  quality  of  life;  satisfaction with  interaction with  the  Borough  government;  taxation  policy; 




The Mat‐Su  Borough  Community  Survey  asked  respondents  to  evaluate  fire  department  and 
ambulance services.  Respondents generally thought highly of these emergency services, recommended 
that personnel  in  these  fields be paid more, and wanted higher  service  levels, especially  in  the  rural 
areas of the Borough.  






















































































































































































Most comments about  schools were negative.   Some  respondents wrote  that  schools are not 
adequately  funded, while others  thought  teachers make  too much money.   A  few said  they  think  the 











































































































































































































































































































Only  five  percent  of  respondents  reported  using  public  transportation  for  their  commutes, 























Comments  in  this area are mixed.   Many people had positive  things  to say about  living  in  the 






























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































laws,  or  improved  regulations.    Specific  areas  of  concern  included  unsightly  premises,  incompatible 































































































































































































































































































































































































































Please return your completed questionnaire  
in the enclosed pre-stamped envelope to: 
 
The Justice Center, University of Alaska Anchorage 
 
3211 Providence Drive   ~   Anchorage, AK 99508 
 
 
Your answers are completely confidential.  When you submit your completed questionnaire, your name will be deleted 
from the mailing list and never connected to your answers in any way.  When the dataset is made public, no names, 
addresses, or pin numbers will be connected to your answers, and no answers to essay questions will be included in the 
public data file.  This survey is voluntary, and you may skip any questions you do not want to answer.  However, it would 
be very helpful if you take about 30 minutes to share your experiences and opinions about the Borough. You must be 18 
or older to participate. There are no direct benefits for participating in this study. Whether you complete the survey or not 
will have no effect on the services you currently receive from the Borough. Some questions in this survey ask about your 
fear of being a victim of crime and about crime in your neighborhood.  You may experience discomfort thinking about 
these issues. If you have any questions about your rights as a research participant, contact Dr. Dianne Toebe, Compliance 
Officer for the Office of Research and Graduate Studies, at 907-786-1099.  Returning your completed questionnaire 
grants your consent for the information you provide to be used for this research. 
 
Thank you very much for helping with this important study. 
 
Part I:  Evaluation of Current Borough Services 
 
Please fill in one bubble for each service. 
 
1. How would you rate these Emergency Services? 
  Very Poor Poor Good Very Good Don’t Know 
Fire Department Services      
Ambulance Services      
 
2. How would you rate these Road Maintenance Services? 
  Very Poor Poor Good Very Good Don’t Know 
Roadway Maintenance Services      
Snowplow Services      
 
3. How would you rate these Educational Services/Resources? 
  Very Poor Poor Good Very Good Don’t Know 
Library Services      
Elementary Schools      
Middle Schools      
High Schools      
Community Enhancement Programs      
 
4. How would you rate these Recreational Services? 
  Very Poor Poor Good Very Good Don’t Know 
Wasilla Swimming Pool      
Palmer Swimming Pool      
Brett Memorial Ice Arena      
Athletic Fields      
 
5. How would you rate these Public Sanitation Services? 
  Very Poor Poor Good Very Good Don’t Know 
Recycling Services      
Central Landfill Services      
 
6. How would you rate these General/Miscellaneous Services? 
  Very Poor Poor Good Very Good Don’t Know 
Animal Care & Regulation Services      
Code/Zoning Enforcement Services      
Permitting Center     
Dissemination of news and information by the 
Borough government      
Your Overall Rating of Borough Services      
 
Part II:  Use of Borough Facilities 
 
7. How often do you use Borough Public Libraries? 
  Never (Please fill bubble then skip to question 9.) 
 Seldom 
 Occasionally 
 Fairly Often 
 Very Often 
 
8. Which (if any) of these Borough libraries do you use?  (Please check all that apply.) 
  Big Lake Public Library 
 Palmer Public Library 
 Sutton Public Library 
 Talkeetna Public Library 
 Trapper Creek Public Library 
 Wasilla Public Library 
 Willow Public Library 
 
9. How often do you use Borough Recreational Facilities? 
  Never (Please fill bubble then skip to question 11.) 
 Seldom 
 Occasionally 
 Fairly Often 
 Very Often 
 
 
10. Which (if any) of these Borough Recreational Facilities do you use?  (Please check all that apply.) 
  Palmer Swimming Pool 
 Wasilla Swimming Pool 
 Brett Memorial Ice Arena 
 Crevasse Moraine Trails 
 Other Borough Trails 
 
11. If you commute outside of the Borough for work, how do you commute?  (Please check all that apply.) 
  Personal Vehicle 
 Transit Bus 
 Share-A-Van 
 Aircraft 




How often do you use Public Transportation in the Borough? 
  Never(Please fill bubble then skip to question 14.) 
 Seldom 
 Occasionally 
 Fairly Often 
 Very Often 
 
13. Which (if any) of these Public Transportation Services do you use?  (Please check all that apply.) 
  MASCOT 
 Valley Mover 
 Share-A-Van 
 Chickaloon Transit 




Part III:  Life in the Matanuska-Susitna Borough Neighborhoods 
 











Personally, I would rate my 
neighborhood as an excellent place to 
live. 
      
On the whole, I like this neighborhood 
as a place to live. 





much Somewhat Very much 
Suppose that for some reason you HAD to move away 
from this neighborhood.  Would you miss the 
neighborhood very much, somewhat, not much, or not 
at all? 
    
 
Feelings of Community 











People in my neighborhood can be 
trusted. 
      
People in my neighborhood generally 
do not get along with each other. 
      
People in my neighborhood do not 
share the same values.       
People in my neighborhood are 
willing to help their neighbors.       
Mine is a close-knit neighborhood.       
 
Neighborhood Informal Social Control 
16. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. 
 








One or more of my neighbors could 
be counted on to intervene if children 
were spray-painting graffiti on a local 
building. 
      
At least one of my neighbors would 
intervene if children were showing 
disrespect toward an adult. 
      
One or more of my neighbors would 
intervene if the fire station closest to 
their home was threatened with 
budget cuts. 
      
One or more of my neighbors could 
be counted on to intervene if a fight 
broke out in front of their home. 
      
At least one of my neighbors would 
intervene if children were skipping 
school and hanging out on a 
neighborhood street corner. 
      
 
17. Social Ties 
  
Never 
Less than once 
a month Monthly Weekly Daily 
How often do you borrow something 
from or loan something to a neighbor?      
How often do you visit with a 
neighbor, out in the neighborhood or 
in one of your homes? 
     
 
   
  
None One or two Several 
The 
majority 
All or  
almost all 
How many of your neighbors would 
you say that you know by sight or by 
name? 
     
  
 
  None 1-3 4-6 7-9 10 or more 
Not counting those who live with you, 
how many friends and relatives do 
you have in your neighborhood? 
     
 
 
18. Do any of the following conditions exist in your neighborhood? 
  No Yes 
Abandoned cars and/or buildings   
Rundown or neglected buildings   
Poor lighting   
Overgrown shrubs or trees   
Trash in streets   
Empty lots   
Public drinking/public drug use   
Public drug sales   
Vandalism or graffiti   
Prostitution   
Panhandling/begging   
Loitering/hanging out   
Truancy/youth skipping school   







19. Crime in the Community 
 To what extent are you fearful that you or members of 
your household will be… 
 Not at all A  little Moderately A lot 
the victim of burglary (while you or your loved ones are 
at home)?     
the victim of a sexual assault?     
the victim of a murder?     
the victim of a kidnapping?     




 Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
How often does worry about crime prevent you from 
doing things you would like to do in your neighborhood?     
 
20. How often has each of the following things happened in your neighborhood during the past 6 months? 
  
Never Once Twice 3 times 
4 or more 
times 
A fight in which a weapon was used      
A violent argument between 
neighbors      
A gang fight      
A sexual assault or rape      
A robbery, burglary, or mugging      
 
 
21. While you have lived in this neighborhood, has anyone ever used violence, such 
as in a mugging, fight, or sexual assault, against you, or any member of your  
household anywhere in your neighborhood? 
 
 
 No  Yes 
22. Below is a list of things people may do for self-protection or to feel more secure in their homes and 
neighborhoods.  Which of these things do you do?  Please check all that apply. 
  Lock doors at night and when you are away from home 
 Lock doors during the day and when you are at home 
 Use a home security system 
 Use a security system on vehicle(s) 
 Have a dog 
 Take self-defense lessons 
 Keep a firearm 
 Develop a signal for "danger" with neighbors 
 Keep a phone in the bedroom to call for help 
 Have outside/automatic lights to deter prowlers 
 Attend neighborhood watch meetings 
 Other (please specify) ____________________ 
 
Part IV:  Local Government:  Access, Policies, and Practices 
 
Public Access to Borough Government 
23. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. 
 
  Strongly disagree Disagree 
Neither agree 





Overall, I am satisfied with the 
opportunities the Borough provides to 
give input on decisions. 
      
When I call the Borough, I usually get 
the information I need in a timely 
manner. 
      
When I call the Borough, the person I 
















24. Following are a list of ways the Borough disseminates news and information.  Please indicate if you 
















Borough news releases by email       
Borough YouTube videos       
Borough's website        
Borough news on Facebook       





























































Borough Spending Efficiency and Priorities 
25. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. 
  Strongly disagree Disagree 
Neither agree 





I feel I am getting my money's worth 
for the taxes I pay to the Mat-Su 
Borough. 
      
Funds should be spent to preserve 
open spaces in the Borough.       
The current level of road maintenance 
in my area is worth what I pay in road 
service area taxes. 
      
 
Revenue and Taxation 
26. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. 
  Strongly disagree Disagree 
Neither agree 





I would support an increase in the 
tobacco tax to raise money to pay for 
services. 
      
I would support a local tax on 
alcoholic beverages to raise money to 
pay for services. 
      
I would support an increase in the bed 
tax (charged at hotels) to pay for 
services. 
      
I would support a seasonal sales tax 
to raise money to pay for services.       
I would support a year-round sales 
tax to raise money to pay for services.       
I would support imposing an impact 
fee on developers for residential and 
commercial properties to raise money 
to pay for services. 
      
I would support a local tax on 
gasoline to raise money to pay for 
services. 
      
I would support a local tax on 
gasoline to raise money to pay for 
transportation improvements. 
      
I would support increased property 
taxes to raise money to pay for 
services. 
      
I would support a gravel extracting 
tax to raise money to pay for services.       
I would support a real estate transfer 
fee of $25 to raise money to pay for 
services. 
      
Zoning and Land Use Issues 
27. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. 
  Strongly disagree Disagree 
Neither agree 





As of today, I am satisfied with the 
way the Mat-Su Borough has been 
developed. 
      
Traffic congestion is a serious 
problem in the Mat-Su Borough.       
I am very concerned about water 
quality in the Borough.(Drinking 
Water and Surface Water Bodies) 
      
In the future, the Mat-Su Borough 
must do a better job of managing 
growth and development. 
      
 The Borough should designate 
commercial and industrial centers to 
minimize land use conflicts. 
     
 
28. I believe that the Borough is doing a good job of regulating the following land use effects. 
  Strongly disagree Disagree 
Neither agree 





        
Noise       
Signs and billboards       
Commercial lighting       
 Natural Resource Extraction (i.e., 
Natural Gas, Timber, Gravel, etc.)      
 Private airstrips      
 
Economic Development 
29. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. 
  Strongly disagree Disagree 
Neither agree 





The Borough should direct more 
resources to working with local 
businesses and non-profits to grow 
and diversify the local economy. 
 
      
 The Borough should seek to develop 
our natural resources, such as timber, 
gravel, coal, and other minerals.  
      
  The Borough should seek to develop 
opportunities for business 
development of high technology, 
manufacturing, and aerospace. 
      
 
Emergency Services 
30. For the emergency services listed below, please indicate whether you have used the service, 
whether you are aware of the service, and whether you plan to use the service in the future: 
  I have used 
this service 
I am aware of 
this service 
I plan to use this 
service in the future 
  Yes No Yes No Yes No 
Ambulance Service        
 Fire Department Service      
 Rescue Service      
 Prevention or Preparedness program      
 Lecture or program detailing the 
operations of  local emergency 
services 
     
 Open House at an emergency station      
 Training in CPR, First Aid or other 
Emergency Skills      
 
31. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. 
  Strongly 
disagree Disagree 
Neither agree 





My household is prepared for a natural or 
man-made disaster.        
 I keep the area around my home clear of 
wildfire hazards.      
 I have supplies set aside in my home for 
use in case of a disaster.      
 
Part V:  Respondent Background Information 
 
This demographic information helps researchers at the university to better understand features of community and civic 
attitudes as they relate to individual characteristics.  These responses will be kept confidential, and your answers to these 
and all of the questions in this survey will not be traceable to you. 
 
If there are any questions that you do not wish to answer, please simply skip those items and move onto the next question 
in the survey.  Your answers are valuable whether you choose to answer every question or not. 
 
32. How old were you on your last 
birthday? ______ 
 
33. What is your gender?  Female  Male 
 
34. What is your marital status? 






35. What is your highest level of formal education?  
  Less than a High School Diploma  Associates or Other 2-year Degree  
 High School Diploma or Equivalent  Bachelor's Degree  
 Some College, No Degree  Graduate Degree  
 
 
  Strongly 
disagree Disagree 
Neither agree 





 In the event of a disaster I and my family 
will be independent of others for 
assistance. 
     
 I feel the borough is vulnerable to a 
natural or man-made disaster.      
 I believe the borough government is 
responsible for preparing residents for 
disasters. 
     
 I believe residents should take personal 
responsibility in preparing for disasters.      
 I believe the borough is prepared for an 
outbreak of Pandemic (influenza) disease.      
 I believe the borough is prepared to 
recover from a widespread disaster.      
36. Are you of Hispanic or Latino/a background or 
origin? 
 No  Yes 
 
37. What race or ethnicity would you say best describes you? 
  Alaska Native or American Indian 
 Asian 
 Black or African American 
 Native Hawaiian, Samoan, or Other Pacific Islander 





38. What is your best estimate of your total household income from last year? 
  Less than $20,000  $75,000 to $99,999 
 $20,000 to $34,999  $100,000 to $124,999 
 $35,000 to $49,999  $125,000 to $149,999 
 $50,000 to $74,999  $150,000 or more 
 
39. Including yourself, how many people currently live in your household?   
(If you live by yourself, please enter “1” and skip to question 42.)  ______ 
 
40. How many children under the age of 18 currently live in your home? 
(Please enter "0" if no children live with you, and skip to question 42.) ______ 
 
41. How many of your children currently attend Mat-Su Borough School District 
Schools? ______ 
 
42. Which of the following best describes your current primary employment status? 
  Self-employed, Full-time 
 Employed, Full-time 
 Full-time Homemaker  Please fill bubble then skip to question 45. 
 Full-time Student  Please fill bubble then skip to question 45. 
 Employed, Part-time 
 Disabled, Unable to Work  Please fill bubble then skip to question 45. 
 Unemployed, Looking for Work  Please fill bubble then skip to question 45. 
 Unemployed, Not Looking for Work  Please fill bubble then skip to question 45. 





43. If you are Employed: 
 What type of work do you do? ________________________________________ 




44. If you are currently self-employed, do you own a business in the Mat-Su Borough?  No  Yes 
 
45. Do you own your home or do you rent?  (If you rent, please fill the "rent" bubble,  
then skip to question 47.) 
 Own  Rent 
 
46. If you do own your home, what is your best estimate of its current market value?
  Less than $100,000  $250,000 to $299,999 
 $100,000 to $149,999  $300,000 to $349,999 
 $150,000 to $199,999  $350,000 to $399,999 
 $200,000 to $249,999  $400,000 or more 
 
47. Whether you own or rent your home, is your address number posted where it can 
be seen by first responders in case of an emergency? 
 No  Yes 
 
48. Do you live in a condominium?  No  Yes 
 
49. Do you currently have a second home outside the Mat-Su Borough?  No  Yes 
 
50. Do you see yourself staying in the Mat-Su Borough for the long term?  No  Yes 
 
51. Do you see yourself leaving the Mat-Su Borough to live somewhere  
else in the foreseeable future? 
 No  Yes 
 
52. If you do see yourself leaving, how many more years do you expect to live in the Mat-
Su Borough before you leave?     ________  
 
53. How many years have you lived in the Mat-Su Borough? ________ 
 
54. When did you move to your current home?  (Please provide year and month, if known) 
 




55. Is there anything else that you would like to tell us about life in the Mat-Su Borough, your preferences for 
future growth and planning, or your opinions about Borough services?   
 





















































































































































The Matanuska‐Susitna Borough Community Survey  (Mat‐Su Survey)  is a cooperative  research 










growth.    Further,  they  provide  important  information  to  UAA  so  that  it  may  advance  community 




The  sourcebook  follows  the organization of  the  survey questionnaire  itself  (see Appendix B), 
which  is made up of  five major parts:    I) Evaluation of Current Borough  Services,  II) Use of Borough 
Facilities, III) Life in Mat‐Su Neighborhoods, IV) Local Government: Access, Policies and Practices, and V) 




directly below  shows  trends  in  responses  to  these questions during  the 2008‐2012 period  (Table B).  
Most of the survey questions used a four‐point Likert scale, which gives respondents a range of options 











each  response was  assigned  a  numerical  score  (very  poor=0;  poor=1;  good=2;  very  good=3)  and  an 
average rating  (ranging  from 0  to 3) was computed  for each Borough service. Other questions used a 
five‐point scale; numerical values assigned to responses ranged from 0 for “strongly disagree” to 3 for 
“strongly agree.” “Neither agree nor disagree,” the neutral response, was assigned a value of 1.5. Higher 
average scores  indicate higher overall satisfaction and  lower scores  indicate  lower overall satisfaction. 




a  table and  line graph  (shown  in Table B) presenting  the  trend  in  the variable over  five years.    In  the 
table,  the  first  column gives  the year.   This  is  followed by  the number of  surveys  received each year 





Department Services,  the average across all  five years  is consistently above 2.00, which  indicates  that 
the  “typical”  respondent  rated  these  services  between  “good”  and  “very  good.”    Lower  averages 
indicate lower levels of satisfaction; higher averages indicate higher levels of satisfaction. 
It  is  important  to  note  that  for many  of  the  variables  that  used  a  Likert  scale,  although  the 
questions posed  to  respondents did not  change  substantially over  the  years,  answer  choices did.    In 
2008, possible responses to questions asking about level of agreement with a given statement included 
“strongly disagree,” “disagree,” “agree,” and “strongly disagree.”  The possible answer “no opinion” was 
placed  at  the  end  of  the  options.    Since  2009,  to more  clearly  distinguish  those who  had  a  neutral 











four main  levels of agreement  (“strongly disagree,”  “disagree,”  “agree,” and  “strongly disagree”) and 







ethnicity were added.   That version was used  in the 2009 survey.    In 2010, a question was added that 
asked about support for a local tax on gasoline to raise money to pay for transportation improvements. 
New  questions  added  in  2011  focus  on  usage  of  different  forms  of media  for  accessing  information 
about the Mat‐Su Borough, modes of commuting and use of public transportation, satisfaction with the 
regulation  of  various  land  uses,  use  and  awareness  of  assorted  emergency  services,  and  degree  of 
preparation for disasters.  The current survey comprises 15 pages and 161 questions (see Appendix B).   
InfoUSA, a commercial mailing list company, sampled 2,300 adult heads‐of household from the 
Mat‐Su Borough. This sampling strategy  is different  from what was used  in 2011—a stratified random 
sample of  adults  from  the 43 different  census  tracts  in  the Mat‐Su Borough—and  consequently,  the 
characteristics of the sampled group vary from last year’s study.  Specifically, sampling from each of the 
census tracts results in a sample that is considerably more rural, while a borough‐wide sample results in 
many more  respondents  from  the more  densely‐populated  areas  of Wasilla  and  Palmer.   While  the 




the  results  from  the 2012 Mat‐Su Survey are more comparable  to  the 2010 survey  findings  (the most 
recent year when a simple random sampling method was used).  
Guided by the Tailored Design Method (Dillman 2007) the UAA Justice Center mailed pre‐notice 
letters  to every  individual selected  for  inclusion  in  the  random  sample  in early August, approximately 
two weeks before the questionnaire was delivered.  Over the next eight weeks, the UAA Justice Center 









Survey  collection, data entry, and database management occurred on‐site at  the UAA  Justice 
Center.  Sharon  Chamard,  Ph.D.,  an  Associate  Professor  at  the  UAA  Justice  Center,  supervised  the 
project,  did  the  data  analysis,  and  prepared  this  report.    Research  technician  Heather  MacAlpine 
prepared the mailings, entered data from completed questionnaires  into a statistical software package 
(SPSS),  transcribed  respondent comments  into a word processing program, and did data cleaning and 
data quality inspections.  Data entry began on August 10, 2012 and was finished on November 30, 2012.  
In addition  to surveys received by mail, 64 surveys were completed over  the  Internet.   A  total of 845 
completed  or  partially‐completed  surveys  were  received  and  entered  into  the  electronic  database.2  
There  were  335  surveys  returned  by  the  United  States  Postal  Service  as  undeliverable  for  various 
reasons. Sixty‐four people  included  in  the  sample  indicted  they did not wish  to participate, either by 
returning a blank  survey, or communicating  this desire by mail, e‐mail, or phone  to  the project  staff.  
Two  recipients  of  the  survey were  deceased. Overall,  this  represents  a  43.0%  response  rate.3   After 

























Services”  (1.96). The overall  rating of Borough  services was 1.85. Residents were quite  satisfied with 
both fire (2.42) and ambulance (2.44) emergency services and the central landfill (2.28).  All ratings for 
schools and recreational services were slightly above “good” on the four‐point scale.      
For  the Borough  services measured here, none  saw a meaningful decrease  in how  they were 












Seventy‐five  percent  of  respondents  to  the  2012 Mat‐Su  Survey  indicated  that  they  use  the 
Borough‘s libraries.  Between 2008 and 2009, usage declined by close to eight percent, but for the past 
four years, average usage has not changed, even though compared to 2008, more respondents say they 
never use public  libraries  in the borough.   With respect to  individual  facility use, while the  libraries  in 
Palmer and Wasilla are the most popular,  libraries  in the smaller communities are also used by nearby 
residents.  Over the past five years, reported use of the Wasilla Library has fluctuated, while the Palmer 















of public transportation.   There was a slight  increase  in the percentage of respondents reporting  they 
use public transportation at all (from 7.3% to 9.3%); this seems to be largely due to growth in reported 
use of Valley Mover, which almost doubled, and not in MASCOT, which saw a slight decline in reported 






Borough  residents  report being generally happy with  their neighborhoods and  their  feeling of 
community with neighbors.  The report of the 2010 Mat‐Su Borough Survey commented on a pattern of 
noticeable declines  from 2009  to 2010  in  the average  ratings  for many variables  in  this  section.   This 
pattern  is no  longer evident—many  ratings have continued  to  increase  from  that  low point, but  they 
have not  returned  to  their 2009  levels.    Still, most  respondents  rate  their neighborhoods highly  and 
generally report that their neighbors are trustworthy, get along, and are willing to help one another, but 
only 32 percent are willing to go so far as to say the neighborhood is close‐knit.  Respondents mostly see 
their neighbors as willing  to  intervene  in cases of vandalism by  juveniles, but  so much  in  the  case of 
truant  children hanging out on  street  corners.   On  just  about  all measures of  social  interaction with 
neighbors (with the exception of how many neighbors respondents said they know by sight or by name), 






Forms  of  physical  neighborhood  disorder  (poor  lighting,  overgrown  vegetation,  rundown  or 
neglected buildings and  cars, empty  lots, etc.)  seem  to be  fairly  common  (between 13% and 58%)  in 
respondents’  neighborhoods.   However,  forms  of  social  neighborhood  disorder  (public  drinking/drug 
use, prostitution, graffiti, homeless sleeping  in the neighborhood, etc.) are quite uncommon, reported 
by between 1% and 11% of respondents.   From 2008 to 2012, there were generally small decreases in 
the  percentages  of  respondents  reporting  both  physical  and  social  disorder,  though  slight  and  likely 
insignificant increases were seen in 2012 in panhandling and begging and prostitution.  
Respondents report little or no fear of crime in their neighborhoods, and average ratings on all 
measures of  fear of  crime have declined.    Fear of  crime  rarely—if  ever—prevents  respondents  from 
carrying out their normal activities in the neighborhood.  Fewer than five percent of respondents report 
being victimized  in  their neighborhoods.   This was  relatively unchanged  from  the previous  four years.  










to provide  input on Borough decisions while 22 percent were dissatisfied.   Most people  agreed  that 
when  they phoned  the Borough,  they  received  the  information  they needed  in a  timely manner and 
from polite, professional staff.  While on all these measures there have been declines in average ratings 
since 2008 (due to large drops in 2010), in the past two year the ratings have increased slightly.  
New  questions were  added  in  2011  asking whether  people  currently  access  or would  like  to  access 
Borough  information  through  various  media.    As  was  the  case  then,  traditional  media—radio, 
newspapers  and  television—were  used  with  much  greater  frequency  than  e‐mail  news  releases, 
YouTube  videos,  and  Facebook. While  there were  slight  increases  in  the percentages of  respondents 
who  said  they  would  start  to  use  these  modern  media  in  the  future,  on  the  whole  there  is  little 
indication of emerging diffusion of  these  technologies.   The Borough’s website was used more often 






While  it  seems based on  the  survey  results  thus  far  that most people  really  like  living  in  the Mat‐Su 
Borough, 41 percent of respondents do not believe that they are getting their money’s worth for their 








period  since  2008,  support  for  eight  of  these  taxes  increased,  though  in  some  cases  by  negligible 
amounts.  The biggest increases were in support of gasoline taxes and property taxes, 31.7 percent and 
46.3 percent,  respectively.   However,  these  remain by  far  the  least  two popular  taxes of  the  eleven 
asked about  in  the survey.   The strongest opposition was  to a  local gasoline  tax  (89% of  respondents 
opposed this to some degree, though only 81% of respondents opposed such a tax if the revenues were 
directed  towards  transportation  improvements  rather  than  services  in  general)  and  an  increased 
property tax (84% opposed).  
Indeed,  there was widespread  lack  of  support  for  any  of  the  taxes.    A  sales  tax—seasonal  or  year‐
round—had the next largest opposition (54% and 61% respectively).  Support for other taxes was mixed, 
though there was a slight preference given to “sin” taxes on tobacco and alcohol, with about 40 percent 
of  respondents  stating  they  “agree” or  “strongly  agree” with  such  taxes.    This  ranking of  taxes with 
respect to degree of opposition is unchanged from last year.  While respondents’ support for taxes has 





six  percent  increase  compared  to  2011  (when  63%  of  respondents  thought  traffic  congestion was  a 
serious problem), overall there has been just a slight increase since 2008. A similar pattern is evident in 




strongly agreed  that  they were concerned, compared  to 45 percent  in 2011.   Since 2008  the average 
rating has increased by over five percent).  Sixty‐seven percent of respondents agreed or strongly agreed 
that  the Borough needs  to do  a better  job of managing  growth  and development, while  66 percent 
agreed  or  strongly  agreed  that  the  Borough  should  designate  commercial  and  industrial  centers  to 
minimize land use conflicts.  
  New questions on  the 2011 Mat‐Su Borough  Survey asked  respondents  to  rate how well  the 
Borough  is  doing  at  regulating  various  land  use  effects,  specifically  noise,  signs  and  billboards, 
commercial  lighting,  natural  resource  extraction,  and  private  airstrips.  As was  the  case  in  2011,  the 
distribution of responses for each of these questions was remarkably similar.  While few people strongly 
agreed that the Borough  is doing a good  job  in this regard, most people did not  indicate they thought 
the Borough  is  doing  a  bad  job  either.  The  lowest  levels  of  satisfaction  concerned  the  regulation  of 
natural resource extraction (the average rating of 1.40 is slightly below “neither agree nor disagree” on 
a five‐point scale).  All other average rating were on the positive side of neutral, that is, they were above 





ten  percent  disagreed  or  strongly  disagreed.        Two  additional  questions  pertaining  to  economic 
development were added to the survey this year.  The first asked whether the Borough should “seek to 
develop our natural  resources.”  Just over one‐third  (64%) of  respondents  agreed or  strongly  agreed, 
while  19  percent  disagreed  or  strongly  disagreed.    Respondents  were  similarly  enthusiastic  about 
developing opportunities for business development of high technology, manufacturing, and aerospace. 
Sixty‐four  percent  agreed  to  some  extent with  this  approach,  and  19  percent  disagreed  or  strongly 
disagreed.    
  Several  questions  were  added  to  the  2011  Mat‐Su  Survey  to  assess  residents’  use  and 
awareness  of  emergency  services,  and  their  households’  preparation  for  disaster.    Generally,  the 
services that were the most used were also the services that respondents reported more awareness of. 
The  ambulance  service  was  both  the  most  used  and  the  service  most  people  were  aware  of.  
Respondents for the most part were reasonably aware of opportunities for training in CPR, First Aid and 
other emergency skills (62%), prevention or preparedness programs (45%), open houses at emergency 






use emergency  services, and  so on.   Despite  this  sentiment, 56 percent of people who answered  the 
question said they planned to use “training in CPR, first aid, or other emergency skills,” and 29 percent 
said  they  planned  to  engage  with  prevention  or  preparedness  programs.    In  all  seven  varieties  of 
services asked about  in these questions, there were  large  increases  in the percentages of respondents 
who indicted they plan to use the service in the future.  
  Overall,  it seems that survey respondents think the borough  is vulnerable to a natural or man‐
made disaster (57%), but only 23 percent think the borough is prepared to recover from such an event, 
should  it  be  widespread.    There  was  strong  support  for  the  statement  that  residents  should  take 
personal  responsibility  for  preparing  for  disasters  (94%  agreed  or  strongly  agreed),  and  much  less 
support for the notion that the borough government  is responsible for preparing residents for disaster 
(only  30%  agreed  or  strongly  agreed).   Not  surprisingly  then, most  respondents  (57%)  said  they  are 
prepared  for a natural or man‐made disaster, and 71 percent claim to have set aside supplies  in their 





More  women  than  men  returned  questionnaires  (53%  female,  47%  male,  with  34  people 
declining  to  answer  the  gender  question).    The  genders  were  more  evenly  balanced  compared  to 
previous  years  of  the  Mat‐Su  Survey.    The  majority  of  respondents  were  white  (92%),  with  Alaska 
Natives and American Indians comprising about three percent of the sample.   Close to six percent self‐




Most  respondents were married  (72%), and  the  typical household  included between  two and 
three people, but not quite one child.   Families with children had an average of 1.6 of  those children 
enrolled  in Mat‐Su  Borough  School District  schools.  The most  typical  level  of  education  reported  by 
respondents was “some college, no degree”  (33%), while  roughly equal numbers of  respondents  (19‐
20%) said they had a high school degree or equivalent or a bachelor’s degree.  Consistent with previous 








Eighty‐eight percent of  survey  respondents owned  their own home, which  is  likely  valued  at 
$200,000 or more, and only 13 percent had a second home outside the Borough.  Eighty percent stated 
that  their  address  is  posted  for  emergency  responders.  This  represents  an  overall  increase  of  eight 
percent since 2008, when only 72 percent of survey takers reported visibly posting their street address.  
The average  respondent has  lived  in  the Borough  for  just over 18 years; since 2008,  length of 
residency has  increased from 16 years.   Respondents, on average, have  lived  in their current home for 
eleven  years,  though  slightly over one‐third  (35%) have  lived  in  their  current home  for  five or  fewer 

























































Services”  (1.96). The overall  rating of Borough  services was 1.85. Residents were quite  satisfied with 
both fire (2.42) and ambulance (2.44) emergency services and the central landfill (2.28).  All ratings for 
schools and recreational services were slightly above “good” on the four‐point scale.      
For  the Borough  services measured here, none  saw a meaningful decrease  in how  they were 





















Very poor 10 1.2 % 0.00 1.8 %
Poor 17 2.0 1.00 3.1
Good 258 30.5 2.00 46.6
Very good 269 31.8 3.00 48.6
Don't know 280 33.1
Total valid 834 98.7 %
Missing 11 1.3
Total 845 100.0 % (1.3% missing)
Table 1.1a. Evaluation of Fire Department Services, 2012


















2008 792 2.5 % 6.3 % 50.1 % 41.0 % 2.30
2009 916 2.9 5.1 49.0 42.9 2.32
2010 579 1.9 4.0 50.1 44.0 2.36
2011 758 2.9 4.4 46.6 46.2 2.36
2012 554 1.8 3.1 46.6 48.6 2.42
5.2 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 1.1b. Evaluation of Fire Department Services: Trends 2008–2012













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
















Very poor 6 0.7 % 0.00 1.1 %
Poor 24 2.8 1.00 4.4
Good 237 28.0 2.00 43.8
Very good 274 32.4 3.00 50.6
Don't know 277 32.8
Total valid 818 96.8 %
Missing 27 3.2
Total 845 100.0 % (3.2% missing)
Table 1.2a. Evaluation of Ambulance Services, 2012


















2008 766 1.0 % 5.7 % 50.9 % 42.3 % 2.35
2009 928 1.5 5.4 46.6 46.6 2.38
2010 574 1.4 3.1 44.6 50.9 2.45
2011 730  2.2 4.5 41.6 51.6 2.43
2012 541  1.1 4.4 43.8 50.6 2.44
3.8 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 1.2b. Evaluation of Ambulance Services: Trends 2008–2012













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012












Very poor 37 4.4 % 0.00 4.5 %
Poor 180 21.3 1.00 21.9
Good 473 56.0 2.00 57.6
Very good 131 15.5 3.00 16.0
Don't know 11 1.3
Total valid 832 98.5 %
Missing 13 1.5
Total 845 100.0 % (1.5% missing)
Table 2.1a. Evaluation of Roadway Maintenance Services, 2012


















2008 1,038 8.5 % 30.2 % 51.3 % 10.1 % 1.63
2009 1,372 5.0 26.6 54.2 14.2 1.78
2010 894 3.7 21.6 57.9 16.8 1.88
2011 1,135 5.3 23.3 55.0 16.5 1.83
2012 821 4.5 21.9 57.6 16.0 1.85
13.5 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 2.1b. Evaluation of Roadway Maintenance Services: Trends 2008–2012













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012


















Very poor 44 5.2 % 0.00 5.4 %
Poor 154 18.2 1.00 19.0
Good 404 47.8 2.00 49.9
Very good 208 24.6 3.00 25.7
Don't know 9 1.1
Total valid 819 96.9 %
Missing 26 3.1
Total 845 100.0 % (3.1% missing)
Table 2.2a. Evaluation of Snowplow Services, 2012


















2008 1,028 7.3 % 22.1 % 52.4 % 18.2 % 1.82
2009 1,363 5.9 20.4 51.1 22.5 1.90
2010 879 4.7 18.0 52.3 25.0 1.98
2011 1,110 5.5 16.3 54.4 23.8 1.96
2012 810 5.4 19.0 49.9 25.7 1.96
7.7 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 2.2b. Evaluation of Snowplow Services: Trends 2008–2012













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012















Very poor 7 0.8 % 0.00 1.1 %
Poor 71 8.4 1.00 10.9
Good 323 38.2 2.00 49.8
Very good 248 29.3 3.00 38.2
Don't know 185 21.9
Total valid 834 98.7 %
Missing 11 1.3
Total 845 100.0 % (1.3% missing)
Table 3.1a. Evaluation of Library Services, 2012


















2008 848 2.1 % 11.0 % 49.4 % 37.5 % 2.22
2009 1,111 1.4 10.3 52.3 36.0 2.23
2010 746 1.5 11.0 54.6 33.0 2.19
2011 901  2.0 10.2 51.2 36.6 2.22
2012 649  1.1 10.9 49.8 38.2 2.25
1.4 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 3.1b. Evaluation of Library Services: Trends 2008–2012













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012














Very poor 13 1.5 % 0.00 2.5 %
Poor 59 7.0 1.00 11.2
Good 284 33.6 2.00 53.7
Very good 173 20.5 3.00 32.7
Don't know 299 35.4
Total valid 828 98.0 %
Missing 17 2.0
Total 845 100.0 % (2% missing)
Table 3.2a. Evaluation of Elementary Schools, 2012


















2008 728 2.7 % 12.1 % 53.3 % 31.9 % 2.14
2009 932 1.4 9.1 56.7 33.8 2.22
2010 606 1.3 9.1 55.4 34.2 2.22
2011 705 3.0 10.9 53.9 32.2 2.15
2012 529 2.5 11.2 53.7 32.7 2.17
1.4 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 3.2b. Evaluation of Elementary Schools: Trends 2008–2012













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

















Very poor 15 1.8 % 0.00 3.0 %
Poor 74 8.8 1.00 15.0
Good 265 31.4 2.00 53.8
Very good 139 16.4 3.00 28.2
Don't know 341 40.4
Total valid 834 98.7 %
Missing 11 1.3
Total 845 100.0 % (1.3% missing)
Table 3.3a. Evaluation of Middle Schools, 2012


















2008 673 4.8 % 18.3 % 53.3 % 23.6 % 1.96
2009 849 2.5 15.8 56.5 26.3 2.06
2010 554 2.9 14.8 55.6 26.7 2.06
2011 646 4.0 15.3 57.0 23.7 2.00
2012 493 3.0 15.0 53.8 28.2 2.07
5.6 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 3.3b. Evaluation of Middle Schools: Trends 2008–2012













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012



















Very poor 18 2.1 % 0.00 3.7 %
Poor 80 9.5 1.00 16.4
Good 255 30.2 2.00 52.3
Very good 135 16.0 3.00 27.7
Don't know 342 40.5
Total valid 830 98.2 %
Missing 15 1.8
Total 845 100.0 % (1.8% missing)
Table 3.4a. Evaluation of High Schools, 2012


















2008 681 6.2 % 21.3 % 50.7 % 21.9 % 1.88
2009 842 3.0 16.3 56.5 25.3 2.03
2010 553 3.3 15.6 55.3 25.9 2.04
2011 663 5.6 16.6 54.8 23.1 1.95
2012 488 3.7 16.4 52.3 27.7 2.04
8.5 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 3.4b. Evaluation of High Schools: Trends 2008–2012













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012




















Very poor 26 3.1 % 0.00 7.2 %
Poor 84 9.9 1.00 23.2
Good 184 21.8 2.00 50.8
Very good 68 8.0 3.00 18.8
Don't know 461 54.6
Total valid 823 97.4 %
Missing 22 2.6
Total 845 100.0 % (2.6% missing)
Table 3.5a. Evaluation of Community Enhancement Programs, 2012


















2008 551 9.1 % 30.7 % 45.6 % 14.7 % 1.66
2009 607 6.6 27.2 54.0 12.2 1.72
2010 409 8.1 29.6 50.9 11.5 1.66
2011 466 8.6 28.1 46.6 16.7 1.71
2012 362 7.2 23.2 50.8 18.8 1.81
9.0 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 3.5b. Evaluation of Community Enhancement Programs: Trends 2008–2012














2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
















Very poor 4 0.5 % 0.00 1.0 %
Poor 51 6.0 1.00 12.2
Good 275 32.5 2.00 65.6
Very good 89 10.5 3.00 21.2
Don't know 418 49.5
Total valid 837 99.1 %
Missing 8 0.9
Total 845 100.0 % (0.9% missing)
Table 4.1a. Evaluation of Wasilla Swimming Pool, 2012


















2008 588 1.4 % 10.2 % 68.2 % 20.2 % 2.07
2009 706 3.0 10.8 62.6 23.7 2.07
2010 470 1.9 10.4 67.0 20.6 2.06
2011 567 2.5 10.1 65.3 22.2 2.07
2012 419 1.0 12.2 65.6 21.2 2.07
0.0 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 4.1b. Evaluation of Wasilla Swimming Pool: Trends 2008–2012













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012














Very poor 4 0.5 % 0.00 1.1 %
Poor 33 3.9 1.00 9.1
Good 240 28.4 2.00 66.5
Very good 84 9.9 3.00 23.3
Don't know 476 56.3
Total valid 837 99.1 %
Missing 8 0.9
Total 845 100.0 % (0.9% missing)
Table 4.2a. Evaluation of Palmer Swimming Pool, 2012


















2008 514 1.4 % 8.0 % 67.1 % 23.5 % 2.13
2009 631 1.9 7.4 62.0 28.7 2.17
2010 422 0.9 5.2 67.1 26.8 2.20
2011 511 2.2 8.0 64.2 25.6 2.13
2012 361 1.1 9.1 66.5 23.3 2.12
-0.5 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 4.2b. Evaluation of Palmer Swimming Pool: Trends 2008–2012













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012


















Very poor 6 0.7 % 0.00 1.7 %
Poor 28 3.3 1.00 8.0
Good 216 25.6 2.00 62.1
Very good 98 11.6 3.00 28.2
Don't know 487 57.6
Total valid 835 98.8 %
Missing 10 1.2
Total 845 100.0 % (1.2% missing)
Table 4.3a. Evaluation of Brett Memorial Ice Arena, 2012


















2008 499 1.2 % 6.6 % 65.1 % 27.1 % 2.18
2009 589 0.8 5.6 61.8 31.7 2.24
2010 413 1.2 4.8 62.0 32.0 2.25
2011 466 0.6 8.4 62.9 28.1 2.18
2012 348 1.7 8.0 62.1 28.2 2.17
-0.5 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 4.3b. Evaluation of Brett Memorial Ice Arena: Trends 2008–2012













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012














Very poor 7 0.8 % 0.00 1.7 %
Poor 38 4.5 1.00 9.3
Good 262 31.0 2.00 64.1
Very good 102 12.1 3.00 24.9
Don't know 424 50.2
Total valid 833 98.6 %
Missing 12 1.4
Total 845 100.0 % (1.4% missing)
Table 4.4a. Evaluation of Athletic Fields, 2012


















2008 589 2.2 % 9.0 % 66.7 % 22.1 % 2.09
2009 686 1.6 10.6 64.6 23.2 2.09
2010 491 2.9 9.8 61.3 26.1 2.11
2011 544 2.9 10.7 63.6 22.8 2.06
2012 409 1.7 9.3 64.1 24.9 2.12
1.4 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 4.4b. Evaluation of Athletic Fields: Trends 2008–2012













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

















Very poor 83 9.8 % 0.00 13.1 %
Poor 142 16.8 1.00 22.4
Good 253 29.9 2.00 39.8
Very good 157 18.6 3.00 24.7
Don't know 205 24.3
Total valid 840 99.4 %
Missing 5 0.6
Total 845 100.0 % (0.6% missing)
Table 5.1a. Evaluation of Recycling Services, 2012


















2008 842 19.1 % 37.9 % 31.6 % 11.4 % 1.35
2009 1,063 13.7 29.3 39.2 17.8 1.61
2010 700 13.9 29.3 39.9 17.0 1.60
2011 834 13.4 24.2 36.3 26.0 1.75
2012 635 13.1 22.4 39.8 24.7 1.76
30.4 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 5.1b. Evaluation of Recycling Services: Trends 2008–2012













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
















Very poor 13 1.5 % 0.00 1.7 %
Poor 40 4.7 1.00 5.3
Good 427 50.5 2.00 56.6
Very good 275 32.5 3.00 36.4
Don't know 85 10.1
Total valid 840 99.4 %
Missing 5 0.6
Total 845 100.0 % (0.6% missing)
Table 5.2a. Evaluation of Central Landfill Services, 2012


















2008 969 2.7 % 8.0 % 64.1 % 25.2 % 2.12
2009 1,267 1.6 7.3 58.2 33.0 2.23
2010 828 1.9 4.5 61.6 32.0 2.24
2011 1,001 2.0 5.3 55.2 37.5 2.28
2012 755 1.7 5.3 56.6 36.4 2.28




Table 5.2b. Evaluation of Central Landfill Services: Trends 2008–2012











2008 2009 2010 2011 2012














Very poor 23 2.7 % 0.00 4.0 %
Poor 86 10.2 1.00 15.0
Good 329 38.9 2.00 57.2
Very good 137 16.2 3.00 23.8
Don't know 260 30.8
Total valid 835 98.8 %
Missing 10 1.2
Total 845 100.0 % (1.2% missing)
Table 6.1a. Evaluation of Animal Care & Regulation Services, 2012


















2008 840 7.6 % 21.7 % 58.5 % 12.3 % 1.75
2009 1,039 4.8 17.2 59.3 18.7 1.92
2010 667 5.2  16.5 60.4 17.8 1.91
2011 819 4.8 16.5 55.4 23.3 1.97
2012 575 4.0 15.0 57.2 23.8 2.01
14.9 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 6.1b. Evaluation of Animal Care & Regulation Services: Trends 2008–2012
Question 6.1. How would you rate these General/Miscellaneous Services?                                 













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

















Very poor 59 7.0 % 0.00 13.4 %
Poor 169 20.0 1.00 38.3
Good 178 21.1 2.00 40.4
Very good 35 4.1 3.00 7.9
Don't know 388 45.9
Total valid 829 98.1 %
Missing 16 1.9
Total 845 100.0 % (1.9% missing)
Table 6.2a. Evaluation of Code/Zoning Enforcement Services, 2012


















2008 712 14.5 % 33.7 % 45.4 % 6.5 % 1.44
2009 846 13.7 33.3 45.2 7.8 1.47
2010 556 12.1 37.5 43.5 6.8 1.45
2011 603 14.3 34.3 42.5 9.0 1.46
2012 441 13.4 38.3 40.4 7.9 1.43
-0.7 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 6.2b. Evaluation of Code/Zoning Enforcement Services: Trends 2008–2012














2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
















Very poor 20 2.4 % 0.00 6.9 %
Poor 63 7.5 1.00 21.8
Good 168 19.9 2.00 58.1
Very good 38 4.5 3.00 13.1
Don't know 531 62.8
Total valid 820 97.0 %
Missing 25 3.0
Total 845 100.0 % (3% missing)
Table 6.3a. Evaluation of Permitting Center, 2012



















2011 411 9.7 % 25.3 % 53.0 % 11.9 % 1.67
2012 289 6.9 21.8 58.1 13.1 1.78
6.6 %
* This question was added to  the survey in 2011.
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:
Table 6.3b. Permitting Center: Trends 2011–2012*
































Very poor 44 5.2 % 0.00 7.1 %
Poor 209 24.7 1.00 33.9
Good 304 36.0 2.00 49.3
Very good 60 7.1 3.00 9.7
Don't know 210 24.9
Total valid 827 97.9 %
Missing 18 2.1
Total 845 100.0 % (2.1% missing)
Table 6.4a. Evaluation of Borough News and Information Dissemination, 2012
Question 6.4. How would you rate these General/Miscellaneous Services?


















2008 790 11.8 % 35.4 % 45.3 % 7.5 % 1.49
2009 1,098 10.8 33.6 48.6 7.0 1.52
2010 728 9.1 37.4 48.2 5.4 1.50
2011 824 11.4 34.0 46.8 7.8 1.51
2012 617 7.1 33.9 49.3 9.7 1.62
8.7 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 6.4b. Evaluation of Borough News and Information Dissemination: Trends 2008–2012
Question 6.4. How would you rate these General/Miscellaneous Services?













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
















Very poor 21 2.5 % 0.00 3.0 %
Poor 134 15.9 1.00 19.4
Good 465 55.0 2.00 67.3
Very good 71 8.4 3.00 10.3
Don't know 111 13.1
Total valid 802 94.9 %
Missing 43 5.1
Total 845 100.0 % (5.1% missing)
Table 6.5a. Overall Evaluation of Borough Services, 2012


















2008 923 4.3 % 20.5 % 67.9 % 7.3 % 1.78
2009 1,233 3.7 18.7 70.7 6.9 1.81
2010 814 2.7 17.3 72.0 8.0 1.85
2011 950 3.5 18.2 70.3 8.0 1.83
2012 691 3.0 19.4 67.3 10.3 1.85
3.9 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 6.5b. Overall Evaluation of Borough Services: Trends 2008–2012













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012












































Seventy‐five  percent  of  respondents  to  the  2012 Mat‐Su  Survey  indicated  that  they  use  the 
Borough‘s libraries.  Between 2008 and 2009, usage declined by close to eight percent, but for the past 
four years, average usage has not changed, even though compared to 2008, more respondents say they 
never use public  libraries  in the borough.   With respect to  individual  facility use, while the  libraries  in 
Palmer and Wasilla are the most popular,  libraries  in the smaller communities are also used by nearby 
residents.  Over the past five years, reported use of the Wasilla Library has fluctuated, while the Palmer 












of public transportation.   There was a slight  increase  in the percentage of respondents reporting  they 
use public transportation at all (from 7.3% to 9.3%); this seems to be largely due to growth in reported 
use of Valley Mover, which almost doubled, and not in MASCOT, which saw a slight decline in reported 





















Never 213 25.2 % 0.00 25.3 %
Seldom 237 28.0 1.00 28.1
Occasionally 232 27.5 2.00 27.5
Fairly often 93 11.0 3.00 11.0
Very often 68 8.0 4.00 8.1
Total valid 843 99.8 %
Missing 2 0.2
Total 845 100.0 % (0.2% missing)
Table 7a. Frequency of Public Library Use, 2012


















2008 1,068 19.8 % 28.5 % 30.4 % 13.3 % 8.1 % 1.61
2009 1,402 25.0 26.7 30.1 10.1 8.0 1.49
2010 817 26.7 28.0 23.6 11.9 9.8 1.50
2011 1,149 27.4 24.2 29.1 12.1 7.2 1.48
2012 843 25.3 28.1 27.5 11.0 8.1 1.49
-7.5 %
Table 7b. Frequency of Public Library Use: Trends 2008–2012





(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (4.00)













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012


















Wasilla 380 45.0 %
Palmer 299 25.4




Trapper Creek 7 0.8
Total responses 849   
Missing Not applicable
Table 8a. Public Libraries Used, 2012





















Wasilla 51.9 % 46.4 % 44.8 % 41.3 % 45.0 % -13.3 %
Palmer 37.8 37.5 34.7 37.5 25.4 -32.8
Big Lake 9.8 7.6 7.7 9.1 10.1 3.1
Willow 5.3 3.6 5.6 4.4 5.2 -1.9
Sutton 2.2 2.2 1.9 2.8 2.6 18.2
Talkeetna 4.1 4.3 4.4 4.2 1.7 -58.5
Trapper Creek 1.4 2.1 1.0 2.1 0.8 -42.9
2011
Percent responding
Table 8b. Public Libraries Used: Trends 2008–2012
Question 8. Which (if any) of these Borough libraries do you use?
(Please check all that apply.)
Percent change 























Never 228 27.0 % 0.00 27.1 %
Seldom 237 28.0 1.00 28.2
Occasionally 252 29.8 2.00 30.0
Fairly often 88 10.4 3.00 10.5
Very often 36 4.3 4.00 4.3
Total valid 841 99.5 %
Missing 4 0.5
Total 845 100.0 % (0.5% missing)
Table 9a. Frequency of Recreational Facility Use, 2012


















2008 1,063 19.3 % 27.7 % 35.6 % 12.3 % 5.2 % 1.56
2009 1,403 25.4 26.1 31.6 12.3 4.6 1.44
2010 914 23.3 26.4 33.3 12.1 4.9 1.49
2011 1,145 29.8 26.7 27.0 12.1 4.4 1.35
2012 841 27.1 28.2 30.0 10.5 4.3 1.37




(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00) (4.00)
Table 9b. Frequency of Recreational Facility Use: Trends 2008–2012














2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
















Other Borough trails 337 39.9 %
Wasilla Sw imming Pool 273 32.3
Palmer Sw imming Pool 212 25.1
Crevasse Moraine trails 171 20.2
Brett Memorial Ice Arena 150 17.8
Total responses 1,143   
Missing
Table 10a. Recreational Facilities Used, 2012
Question 10. Which (if any) of these Borough Recreational Facilities do you use?
















Brett Memorial Ice Arena
Frequency
Recreational facility
Other Borough trails 39.8 % 40.4 % 28.3 % 40.8 % 39.9 % 0.3 %
Wasilla Sw imming Pool 38.8  32.4  22.7  29.1  32.3  -16.8
Palmer Sw imming Pool 26.7 27.9 18.3 25.2 25.1 -6.0
Brett Memorial Ice Arena 22.5 19.6 15.0 19.1 20.2 -10.2
Crevasse Moraine trails 20.7 19.9 15.7 17.4 17.8 -14.0
Table 10b. Recreational Facilities Used: Trends 2008–2012
Question 10. Which (if any) of these Borough Recreational Facilities do you use?

























Personal vehicle 413 48.9 %
Aircraft 27 3.2
Share-a-Van 27 3.2
Transit bus 15 1.8
Other 10 1.2
Total responses 492   
Missing
Table 11a. Modes of Commuting Outside of Borough, 2012
Question 11. If you commute outside of the Borough for work, how do you commute?



















Personal vehicle 47.4 % 48.9 % 3.2 %
Aircraft 4.5 3.2 -28.9
Share-a-Van 3.0 3.2 6.7
Transit bus 1.4 1.8 28.6
Other 1.8 1.2 -33.3
* This question was added to  the survey in 2011.
Table 11b. Modes of Commuting Outside Borough: Trends 2011–2012*
Question 11. If you commute outside of the Borough for work, how do you commute?



















Never 761 90.1 % 0.00 90.7 %
Seldom 48 5.7 1.00 5.7
Occasionally 17 2.0 2.00 2.0
Fairly often 3 0.4 3.00 0.4
Very often 10 1.2 4.00 1.2
Total valid 839 99.3 %
Missing 6 0.7
Total 845 100.0 % (0.7% missing)
Table 12a. Frequency of Public Transportation Use, 2012


















2011 1,140 92.7 % 3.3 % 2.0 % 0.9 % 1.1 % 0.14
2012 839 90.7 5.7 2.0 0.4 1.2 0.16
14.3 %  
(2.00) (3.00) (4.00) Average rating
* This question was added to  the survey in 2011. 
Table 12b. Frequency of Public Transportation Use: Trends 2011–2012*



























Valley Mover 49 5.8 %
MASCOT 29 3.4
Share-a-Van 14 1.8
Sunshine Transit 3 0.4
Chickaloon Transit 3 0.4
Total responses 98   
Missing
Table 13a. Public Transportation Services Used, 2012
Question 13. Which (if any) of these Public Transportation Services do you use?



















MASCOT 3.7 % 3.4 % -8.1 %
Valley Mover 2.6 5.8 123.1
Share-a-Van 1.9 1.8 -5.3
Chickaloon Transit 1.1 0.4 -63.6
Sunshine Transit 0.2 0.4 100.0
 
* This question w as added to the survey in 2011.  Previous years' surveys asked 
specif ically about use of MASCOT.  Of the respondents w ho answ ered that question, the 
percentages reporting some use of MASCOT (w hether it w as seldom, occasional, fairly 




Table 13b. Public Transportation Services Used: Trends 2011–2012*
Question 13. Which (if any) of these Public Transportation Services do you use?


































Borough  residents  report being generally happy with  their neighborhoods and  their  feeling of 
community with neighbors.  The report of the 2010 Mat‐Su Borough Survey commented on a pattern of 
noticeable declines  from 2009  to 2010  in  the average  ratings  for many variables  in  this  section.   This 
pattern  is no  longer evident—many  ratings have continued  to  increase  from  that  low point, but  they 
have not  returned  to  their 2009  levels.    Still, most  respondents  rate  their neighborhoods highly  and 
generally report that their neighbors are trustworthy, get along, and are willing to help one another, but 
only 32 percent are willing to go so far as to say the neighborhood is close‐knit.  Respondents mostly see 
their neighbors as willing  to  intervene  in cases of vandalism by  juveniles, but  so much  in  the  case of 
truant  children hanging out on  street  corners.   On  just  about  all measures of  social  interaction with 
neighbors (with the exception of how many neighbors respondents said they know by sight or by name), 
average  ratings have dropped  steadily  from 2008  to 2012. Overall  though, a majority of  respondents 
continue to report that they borrow items from and visit with their neighbors at least occasionally, know 
a good number of their neighbors, and have friends and relatives in the neighborhood. 
  Forms  of  physical  neighborhood  disorder  (poor  lighting,  overgrown  vegetation,  rundown  or 
neglected buildings and  cars, empty  lots, etc.)  seem  to be  fairly  common  (between 13% and 58%)  in 
respondents’  neighborhoods.   However,  forms  of  social  neighborhood  disorder  (public  drinking/drug 
use, prostitution, graffiti, homeless sleeping  in the neighborhood, etc.) are quite uncommon, reported 
by between 1% and 11% of respondents.   From 2008 to 2012, there were generally small decreases in 
the  percentages  of  respondents  reporting  both  physical  and  social  disorder,  though  slight  and  likely 
insignificant increases were seen in 2012 in panhandling and begging and prostitution.  
Respondents report little or no fear of crime in their neighborhoods, and average ratings on all 
measures of  fear of  crime have declined.    Fear of  crime  rarely—if  ever—prevents  respondents  from 
carrying out their normal activities in the neighborhood.  Fewer than five percent of respondents report 
being victimized  in  their neighborhoods.   This was  relatively unchanged  from  the previous  four years.  























disagree 16 1.9 % 0.00 1.9 %
Disagree 36 4.3 1.00 4.3
Neither agree
nor disagree
96 11.4 1.50 11.5
Agree 335 39.6 2.00 40.3
Strongly agree 349 41.3 3.00 41.9
Don't know 1 0.1
Total valid 833 98.6 % #DIV/0! %  
Missing 12 1.4
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 14.1a. Evaluation of Neighborhood as a Place to Live, 2012























2008 1,051 1.7 % 9.9 % 46.3 % 42.1 % 2.29
2009 1,249 2.0 4.6 46.4 47.0 2.38
2010 804 7.7 9.5 43.3 39.6 2.07
2011 1,135 1.5 5.3 38.1 41.6 2.28
2012 736 2.2 4.9 45.5 47.4 2.28
-0.4 %  Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Question 14.1. Personally, I would rate my neighborhood as an excellent place to live.














2008 2009 2010 2011 2012



















disagree 13 1.5 % 0.00 1.6 %
Disagree 31 3.7 1.00 3.7
Neither agree
nor disagree
56 6.6 1.50 6.7
Agree 358 42.4 2.00 43.0
Strongly agree 375 44.4 3.00 45.0
Don't know 0 0.0
Total valid 833 98.6 % #DIV/0! %  
Missing 12 1.4
Total 845 100.0 %
Question 14.2. On the whole, I like this neighborhood as a place to live.






















2009 1,298 1.3 % 3.0 % 46.4 % 50.7 % 2.44
2010 850 7.2 8.9 43.9 40.0 2.12
2011 1,140 1.0 3.2 42.5 45.3 2.36
2012 777 1.7 4.0 46.1 48.3 2.35
-3.7 %   
(3.00)
Percent change in average rating from 2009–2012:
Question 14.2. On the whole, I like this neighborhood as a place to live.
Table 14.2b. Evaluation of Neighborhood as a Place to Live: Trends 2009–2012*













2009 2010 2011 2012







Not at all 48 5.7 % 0.00 5.7 %
Not much 90 10.7 1.00 10.7
Somew hat 329 38.9 2.00 39.2
Very much 372 44.0 3.00 44.3
Total valid 839 99.3 %
Missing 6 0.7
Total 845 100.0 %
Question 14.3. Suppose that for some reason you HAD to move away from this neighborhood.  Would 
you miss the neighborhood very much, somewhat, not much, or not at all?

















2008 1,055 6.7 % 12.5 % 38.9 % 41.9 % 2.16
2009 1,391 5.2 8.8 38.8 47.1 2.28
2010 916 5.8 11.4 40.9 41.9 2.19
2011 1,152 6.1 11.6 38.3 44.0 2.20
2012 839 5.7 10.7 39.2 44.3 2.22
2.8 %   
Question 14.3. Suppose that for some reason you HAD to move away from this neighborhood.  Would you miss 
the neighborhood very much, somewhat, not much, or not at all?
















2008 2009 2010 2011 2012














disagree 19 2.2 % 0.00 2.4 %
Disagree 66 7.8 1.00 8.2
Neither agree
nor disagree
158 18.7 1.50 19.6
Agree 376 44.5 2.00 46.6
Strongly agree 188 22.2 3.00 23.3
Don't know 33 3.9
Total valid 840 99.4 % #DIV/0! %  
Missing 5 0.6
Total 845 100.0 %
Question 15.1. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following 
statements: People in my neighborhood can be trusted.






















2008 991 2.9 % 15.0 % 58.4 % 23.6 % 2.03
2009 1,064 2.7 8.2 62.3 26.8 2.13
2010 696 4.2 17.2 54.9 23.7 1.88
2011 1,091 2.1 7.5 49.0 19.8 1.97
2012 649 2.9 10.2 57.9 29.0 2.01
-1.0 %  Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 15.1b. People in Neighborhood are Trustworthy: Trends 2008-2012
Question 15.1. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the 













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012











disagree 10 1.2 % 0.00 1.3 %
Disagree 39 4.6 1.00 5.1
Neither agree
nor disagree
162 19.2 1.50 21.2
Agree 381 45.1 2.00 49.9
Strongly agree 172 20.4 3.00 22.5
Don't know 73 8.6
Total valid 837 99.1 % #DIV/0! %  
Missing 8 0.9
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 15.2a. People in Neighborhood Get Along with Each Other, 2012
Question 15.2. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements: 
People in my neighborhood generally get along with each other.
(0.9% missing)
* Responses were reverse-coded.  The original statement was
"People in my neighborhood generally do  no t  get along with each other."






















2008 965 2.9 % 11.6 % 63.2 % 22.3 % 2.05
2009 1,026 2.2 8.4 64.9 24.5 2.12
2010 670 4.0 17.0 55.4 23.6 1.89
2011 1,039 1.0 6.6 50.3 19.3 1.99
2012 602 1.7 6.5 63.3 28.6 2.04
-0.5 %  
Question 15.2. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the 
following statements: People in my neighborhood generally get along with each other.
Table 15.2b. People in Neighborhood Get Along with Each Other: Trends 2008-2012
* Responses were reverse-coded.  The original statement was
"People in my neighborhood generally do  no t  get along with each other."















2008 2009 2010 2011 2012














disagree 43 5.1 % 0.00 5.9 %
Disagree 116 13.7 1.00 16.0
Neither agree
nor disagree
222 26.3 1.50 30.6
Agree 261 30.9 2.00 36.0
Strongly agree 83 9.8 3.00 11.4
Don't know 110 13.0
Total valid 835 98.8 % #DIV/0! %  
Missing 10 1.2
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 15.3a. People in Neighborhood Share Same Values, 2012
Question 15.3. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following 
statements: People in my neighborhood share the same values.
* Responses were reverse-coded.  The original statement was 
"People in my neighborhood do  no t  share the same values." Results 























2008 895 7.2 % 25.3 % 56.4 % 11.2 % 1.72
2009 877 5.7 23.8 52.8 17.7 1.82
2010 547 6.0 31.1 46.3 16.6 1.66
2011 960 5.0 16.9 34.3 10.4 1.67
2012 503 8.5 23.1 51.9 16.5 1.68
-2.3 %  
Question 15.3. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the 
following statements: People in my neighborhood share the same values.
Table 15.3b. People in Neighborhood Share Same Values: Trends 2008-2012
* Responses were reverse-coded.  The original statement was
"People in my neighborhood generally do  no t  get share the same values."















2008 2009 2010 2011 2012


















disagree 16 1.9 % 0.00 2.0 %
Disagree 41 4.9 1.00 5.1
Neither agree
nor disagree
130 15.4 1.50 16.3
Agree 412 48.8 2.00 51.6
Strongly agree 199 23.6 3.00 24.9
Don't know 37 4.4
Total valid 835 98.8 % #DIV/0! %  
Missing 10 1.2
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 15.4a. People in Neighborhood are Willing to Help Their Neighbors, 2012
Question 15.4. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following 






















Table 15.4b. People in Neighborhood are Willing to Help Their Neighbors: Trends 2008-2012
2008 978 2.4 % 11.1 % 59.9 % 26.6 % 2.11
2009 1,130 1.8 5.0 63.8 29.4 2.21
2010 728 4.4 12.9 56.0 26.6 1.96
2011 1,070 1.5 5.2 52.1 25.2 2.09
2012 668 2.4 6.1 61.7 29.8 2.08
-1.4 %   Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Question 15.4. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following 













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012













disagree 66 7.8 % 0.00 8.2 %
Disagree 183 21.7 1.00 22.8
Neither agree
nor disagree
297 35.1 1.50 37.0
Agree 185 21.9 2.00 23.1
Strongly agree 71 8.4 3.00 8.9
Don't know 36 4.3
Total valid 838 99.2 % #DIV/0! %  
Missing 7 0.8
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 15.5a. Neighborhood is Close-Knit, 2012
Question 15.5. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following 






















2008 952 11.4 % 41.9 % 35.7 % 10.9 % 1.46
2009 820 11.5 36.7 38.5 13.3 1.54
2010 546 12.6 36.1 36.8 14.5 1.52
2011 1,073 8.8 22.6 19.9 9.3 1.49
2012 505 13.1 36.2 36.6 14.1 1.51
3.4 %   Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Question 15.5. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following 
statements: Mine is a close-knit neighborhood.













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012















disagree 19 2.2 % 0.00 2.5 %
Disagree 27 3.2 1.00 3.6
Neither agree
nor disagree
61 7.2 1.50 8.1
Agree 411 48.6 2.00 54.7
Strongly agree 234 27.7 3.00 31.1
Don't know 88 10.4
Total valid 840 99.4 % #DIV/0! %  
Missing 5 0.6
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 16.1a. Intervention by Neighbors Against Children Spray-Painting Graffiti, 2012
Question 16.1. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following 
statements: One or more of my neighbors could be counted on to intervene if children were spray-






















2008 974 2.0 % 8.1 % 57.4 % 32.5 % 2.21
2009 1,189 2.2 4.5 55.9 37.3 2.28
2010 765 5.8 10.7 53.3 30.2 2.03
2011 1,009 1.4 3.7 56.8 30.6 2.20
2012 691 2.7 3.9 59.5 33.9 2.18
-1.4 %   
Question 16.1. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements: 
One or more of my neighbors could be counted on to intervene if children were spray-painting graffiti on a 
local building. 








(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)





2008 2009 2010 2011 2012













disagree 17 2.0 % 0.00 2.4 %
Disagree 55 6.5 1.00 7.7
Neither agree
nor disagree
156 18.5 1.50 21.8
Agree 347 41.1 2.00 48.4
Strongly agree 142 16.8 3.00 19.8
Don't know 122 14.4
Total valid 839 99.3 % #DIV/0! %  
Missing 6 0.7
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 16.2a. Intervention by Neighbors Against Disrespectful Children, 2012
Question 16.2. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following 
statements: One or more of my neighbors could be counted on to intervene if children were showing 






















2008 927 4.6 % 17.0 % 59.9 % 18.4 % 1.92
2009 1,009 3.7 8.2 63.8 24.3 2.09
2010 620 5.2 18.5 55.8 20.5 1.83
2011 973 2.7 8.8 51.4 18.1 1.94
2012 561 3.0 9.8 61.9 25.3 1.97
2.6 %   








(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)
Question 16.2. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements: One 
or more of my neighbors could be counted on to intervene if children were showing disrespect toward an adult. 





2008 2009 2010 2011 2012















disagree 19 2.2 % 0.00 2.9 %
Disagree 34 4.0 1.00 5.2
Neither agree
nor disagree
143 16.9 1.50 21.8
Agree 319 37.8 2.00 48.6
Strongly agree 141 16.7 3.00 21.5
Don't know 183 21.7
Total valid 839 99.3 %
Missing 6 0.7
Total 845 100.0 % (0.7% missing)
Table 16.3a. Intervention by Neighbors Against Budget Cuts to Fire Station, 2012
Question 16.3. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements: 






















2008 851 2.6 % 14.5 % 57.0 % 26.0 % 2.06
2009 876 2.2 6.1 63.5 28.3 2.18
2010 577 4.0 15.6 54.6 25.8 1.90
2011 923 2.6 6.7 48.5 23.1 2.02
2012 513 3.7 6.6 62.2 27.5 2.00
-2.9 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 16.3b. Intervention by Neighbors Against Budget Cuts to Fire Station: Trends 2008–2012
Question 16.3. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following 
statements: One of more of my neighbors would intervene if the fire station closest to their home were 













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

















disagree 19 2.2 % 0.00 2.6 %
Disagree 27 3.2 1.00 3.7
Neither agree
nor disagree
110 13.0 1.50 14.9
Agree 405 47.9 2.00 54.8
Strongly agree 178 21.1 3.00 24.1
Don't know 101 12.0
Total valid 840 99.4 %
Missing 5 0.6
Total 845 100.0 % (0.6% missing)
Table 16.4a. Intervention by Neighbors Against Fight Near Home, 2012
Question 16.4. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2008 940 2.1 % 11.8 % 61.5 % 24.6 % 2.09
2009 1,109 2.1 4.7 61.9 31.4 2.23
2010 712 4.8 14.3 55.8 25.1 1.95
2011 984 2.0 5.1 52.8 25.2 2.09
2012 629 3.0 4.3 64.4 28.3 2.08
-0.5 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:








(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)
Question 16.4. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements: 





2008 2009 2010 2011 2012


















disagree 37 4.4 % 0.00 5.6 %
Disagree 84 9.9 1.00 12.7
Neither agree
nor disagree
190 22.5 1.50 28.7
Agree 259 30.7 2.00 39.1
Strongly agree 93 11.0 3.00 14.0
Don't know 177 20.9
Total valid 840 99.4 %
Missing 5 0.6
Total 845 100.0 % (0.6% missing)
Table 16.5a. Intervention by Neighbors Against Truant and Loitering Children, 2012
Question 16.5. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
At least one of my neighbors would intervene if children were skipping school





















2008 820 9.1 % 29.1 % 45.5 % 16.2 % 1.69
2009 855 6.1 14.5 55.2 24.2 1.98
2010 525 6.7 23.0 49.1 21.1 1.75
2011 898 4.8 12.9 39.1 14.4 1.77
2012 473 7.8 17.8 54.8 19.7 1.76
4.1 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Table 16.5b. Intervention by Neighbors Against Truant and Loitering Children: Trends 2008–2012
Question 16.5. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
At least one of my neighbors would intervene if children were skipping school













2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

















Never 337 39.9 % 0.00 40.5 %
Less than once a month 353 41.8 1.00 42.4
Monthly 104 12.3 2.00 12.5
Weekly 31 3.7 3.00 3.7
Daily 8 0.9 4.00 1.0
Total valid 833 98.6 %
Missing 12 1.4
Total 845 100.0 % (1.4% missing)
Table 17.1a. Borrowing Items from Neighbors, 2012











0 20 40 60 80 100
Never





2008 1,063 39.8 % 41.3 % 11.2 % 6.7 % 1.0 % 0.88
2009 1,399 33.8 45.7 14.7 5.2 0.6 0.93
2010 910 32.9 45.4 14.6 6.2 1.0 0.97
2011 1,143 41.5 40.1 13.2 4.8 0.4 0.83
2012 833 40.5 42.4 12.5 3.7 1.0 0.82
-6.8 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
 
Daily
(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00) (4.00)
Table 17.1b. Borrowing Items from Neighbors: Trends 2008–2012














2008 2009 2010 2011 2012















Never 119 14.1 % 0.00 14.4 %
Less than once a month 247 29.2 1.00 30.0
Monthly 185 21.9 2.00 22.5
Weekly 221 26.2 3.00 26.8
Daily 52 6.2 4.00 6.3
Total valid 824 97.5 %
Missing 21 2.5
Total 845 100.0 % (2.5% missing)
Table 17.2a. Visiting with Neighbors, 2012
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Never





2008 1,065 13.3 % 30.0 % 19.9 % 28.5 % 8.3 % 1.88
2009 1,392 11.5 30.4 22.8 28.0 7.3 1.89
2010 905 12.5 28.3 20.2 30.1 9.0 1.95
2011 1,139 14.8 30.0 20.3 27.5 7.4 1.83
2012 824 14.4 30.0 22.5 26.8 6.3 1.81
-3.7 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
 
Daily
(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00) (4.00)
Table 17.2b. Visiting with Neighbors: Trends 2008–2012














2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
















None 23 2.7 % 0.00 2.8 %
One or tw o 179 21.2 1.00 21.6
Several 363 43.0 2.00 43.7
The majority 180 21.3 3.00 21.7
All or almost all 85 10.1 4.00 10.2
Total valid 830 98.2 %
Missing 15 1.8
Total 845 100.0 % (1.8% missing)
Table 17.3a. Knowing Neighbors by Sight or Name, 2012
















All or almost all
Percentage of respondents
2008 1,066 3.0 % 22.8 % 44.1 % 21.2 % 8.9 % 2.10
2009 1,403 2.2 18.3 46.3 22.5 10.7 2.21
2010 915 2.5 22.4 45.8 22.0 7.3 2.09
2011 1,147 2.5 20.9 45.0 22.1 9.4 2.15
2012 830 2.8 21.6 43.7 21.7 10.2 2.15




(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00) (4.00)
Table 17.3b. Knowing Neighbors by Sight or Name: Trends 2008–2012














2008 2009 2010 2011 2012













None 216 25.6 % 0.00 25.9 %
1–3 246 29.1 1.00 29.5
4–6 170 20.1 2.00 20.4
7–9 87 10.3 3.00 10.4
10 or more 114 13.5 4.00 13.7
Total valid 833 98.6 %
Missing 12 1.4
Total 845 100.0 % (1.4% missing)
Table 17.4a. Friends and Relatives in Neighborhood, 2012
Question 17.4. Not counting those who live with you,


















2008 1,067 23.6 % 29.0 % 21.4 % 11.5 % 14.5 % 1.64
2009 1,401 19.1 30.2 22.3 11.5 16.8 1.77
2010 913 22.2 32.0 21.5 9.9 14.5 1.62
2011 1,146 21.9 33.1 20.2 10.2 14.6 1.62
2012 833 25.9 29.5 20.4 10.4 13.7 1.56




(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00) (4.00)
Table 17.4b. Friends and Relatives in Neighborhood: Trends 2008–2012
Question 17.4. Not counting those who live with you,                                                             
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Table 18a. Neighorhood Conditions, 2012



















Overgrown shrubs or trees
Abandoned cars and/or buildings
Rundown or neglected buildings







Transients/homeless sleeping on streets
Prostitution





Poor lighting 57.6 % 62.1 % 56.2 % 55.0 % 57.5 % -0.1 %
Empty lots 52.2 53.5 48.7 48.5 46.7 -10.4
Overgrow n shrubs or trees 49.1 43.5 45.4 46.5 44.4 -9.6
Abandoned cars and/or buildings 36.0 38.7 35.2 36.3 34.4 -4.3
Rundow n or neglected buildings 35.5 36.6 33.2 35.4 33.4 -6.0
Trash in the streets 17.6 17.0 13.6 15.4 16.8 -4.5
Vandalism or graff iti 15.5 14.5 13.1 12.5 13.3 -14.5
Social disorder
Public drinking/drug use 11.5 % 11.6 % 10.5 % 9.7 % 10.9 % -5.3 %
Loitering/hanging out 12.5  10.3  10.6  8.5  9.9  -20.8
Truancy/skipping school 11.5 9.0 9.1 8.6 9.6 -16.5
Public drug sales 7.7 7.6 8.1 8.0 7.0 -9.3
Panhandling/begging 2.7 2.7 2.4 2.2 3.4 27.1  
Transients/homeless sleeping on streets 2.7 3.1 3.4 1.9 2.8 5.2
Prostitution 1.2 1.5 1.3 1.0 1.4 18.3
Table 18b. Neighorhood Conditions: Trends 2008–2012
Question 18. Do any of the following conditions exist in your neighborhood?
Percent 
change from 




















Not at all 359 42.5 % 0.00 43.4 %
A little 329 38.9 1.00 39.7
Moderately 100 11.8 2.00 12.1
A lot 40 4.7 3.00 4.8
Total valid 828 98.0 %
Missing 17 2.0
Total 845 100.0 % (2% missing)
Table 19.1a. Fear of Victimization--Burglary, 2012
Question 19.1. To what extent are you fearful that you or members of your household
















2008 1,065 43.0 % 39.5 % 12.1 % 5.4 % 0.80
2009 1,399 40.0 44.4 11.6 4.1 0.80
2010 915 46.8 40.2 9.3 3.7 0.70
2011 1,147 44.4 40.2 10.9 4.5 0.76
2012 828 43.4 39.7 12.1 4.8 0.78
-2.5 %
Table 19.1b. Fear of Victimization--Burglary: Trends 2008–2012
Question 19.1. To what extent are you fearful that you or members of your household




Not at all A little Moderately A lot
(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)





2008 2009 2010 2011 2012



















Not at all 583 69.0 % 0.00 70.5 %
A little 198 23.4 1.00 23.9
Moderately 43 5.1 2.00 5.2
A lot 3 0.4 3.00 0.4
Total valid 827 97.9 %
Missing 18 2.1
Total 845 100.0 % (2.1% missing)
Table 19.2a. Fear of Victimization--Sexual Assault, 2012
Question 19.2. To what extent are you fearful that you or a member
















2008 1,064 62.9 % 30.5 % 5.8 % 0.8 % 0.45
2009 1,398 62.2 31.8 5.0 1.0 0.45
2010 916 67.4 27.0 5.0 0.7 0.39
2011 1,145 71.1 23.9 3.8 1.2 0.35
2012 827 70.5 23.9 5.2 0.4 0.35
-22.2 %
Table 19.2b. Fear of Victimization--Sexual Assault: Trends 2008–2012
Question 19.2. To what extent are you fearful that you or a member




Not at all A little Moderately A lot
(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)
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Not at all 642 76.0 % 0.00 78.0 %
A little 153 18.1 1.00 18.6
Moderately 20 2.4 2.00 2.4
A lot 8 0.9 3.00 1.0
Total valid 823 97.4 %
Missing 22 2.6
Total 845 100.0 % (2.6% missing)
Table 19.3a. Fear of Victimization--Murder, 2012
Question 19.3. To what extent are you fearful that you or a member
















2008 1,062 75.7 % 21.2 % 2.4 % 0.7 % 0.28
2009 1,396 74.8 21.8 3.0 0.4 0.29
2010 915 79.3 18.1 2.1 0.4 0.24
2011 1,146 79.5 17.3 2.3 1.0 0.25
2012 823 78.0 18.6 2.4 1.0 0.26
-7.1 %
Table 19.3b. Fear of Victimization--Murder: Trends 2008–2012
Question 19.3. To what extent are you fearful that you or a member




Not at all A little Moderately A lot
(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)
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Not at all 675 79.9 % 0.00 81.5 %
A little 133 15.7 1.00 16.1
Moderately 15 1.8 2.00 1.8
A lot 5 0.6 3.00 0.6
Total valid 828 98.0 %
Missing 17 2.0
Total 845 100.0 % (2% missing)
Table 19.4a. Fear of Victimization--Kidnapping, 2012
Question 19.4. To what extent are you fearful that you or a member
















2008 1,063 80.7 % 16.7 % 1.8 % 0.9 % 0.23
2009 1,398 78.7 17.6 2.9 0.8 0.26
2010 914 83.9 14.2 1.6 0.2 0.18
2011 1,146 83.0 14.1 1.9 1.0 0.21
2012 828 81.5 16.1 1.8 0.6 0.21
-8.7 %
Table 19.4b. Fear of Victimization--Kidnapping: Trends 2008–2012
Question 19.4. To what extent are you fearful that you or a member




Not at all A little Moderately A lot
(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)





2008 2009 2010 2011 2012










Not at all 501 59.3 % 0.00 60.7 %
A little 265 31.4 1.00 32.1
Moderately 49 5.8 2.00 5.9
A lot 11 1.3 3.00 1.3
Total valid 826 97.8 %
Missing 19 2.2
Total 845 100.0 % (2.2% missing)
Table 19.5a. Fear of Victimization--Attack with Weapon, 2012
Question 19.5. To what extent are you fearful that you or a member
















2008 1,064 57.6 % 34.5 % 5.8 % 2.1 % 0.52
2009 1,398 54.9 36.7 6.5 1.9 0.56
2010 912 62.6 30.7 5.5 1.2 0.45
2011 1,146 65.3 26.9 5.8 2.0 0.45
2012 826 60.7 32.1 5.9 1.3 0.48
-7.7 %
Table 19.5b. Fear of Victimization--Attack with Weapon: Trends 2008–2012
Question 19.5. To what extent are you fearful that you or a member




Not at all A little Moderately A lot
(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)
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Never 590 69.8 % 0.00 71.4 %
Rarely 165 19.5 1.00 20.0
Sometimes 58 6.9 2.00 7.0
Often 13 1.5 3.00 1.6
Total valid 826 97.8 %
Missing 19 2.2
Total 845 100.0 % (2.2% missing)
Table 19.6a. Activities in Neighborhood Prevented by Fear of Crime, 2012
Question 19.6. How often does worry about crime prevent you
















2008 1,065 70.5 % 20.4 % 7.4 % 1.7 % 0.40
2009 1,398 71.7 19.7 7.1 1.5 0.38
2010 914 74.3 19.7 4.8 1.2 0.33
2011 1,139 76.6 16.4 5.4 1.6 0.32
2012 826 71.4 20.0 7.0 1.6 0.39
-2.5 %
Table 19.6b. Activities in Neighborhood Prevented by Fear of Crime: Trends 2008–2012
Question 19.6. How often does worry about crime prevent you




Never Rarely Sometimes Often
(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)





2008 2009 2010 2011 2012














Never 749 88.6 % 0.00 93.6 %
Once 40 4.7 1.00 5.0
Tw ice 6 0.7 2.00 0.8
Three times 2 0.2 3.00 0.3
Four or more times 3 0.4 4.00 0.4
Total valid 800 94.7 %
Missing 45 5.3
Total 845 100.0 %
(5.3% missing)
Table 20.1a. Incidence of Fights Involving Weapons in Neighborhood, 2012
Question 20.1. How often has each of the following things happened in your neighborhood in the past 6 months?
















Four or more times
Percentage of respondents
2008 918 94.1 % 4.5 % 1.0 % 0.0 % 0.4 % 0.08
2009 1,336 92.1 5.9 1.1 0.4 0.5 0.11
2010 895 93.4 5.4 0.8 0.3 0.0 0.08
2011 1,078 95.2 3.6 0.8 0.4 0.0 0.06
2012 800 96.3 5.0 0.8 0.3 0.4 0.09
12.5 % †
Table 20.1b. Incidence of Fights Involving Weapons in Neighborhood: Trends 2008–2012
Question 20.1. How often has each of the following things happened in your neighborhood in the past 6 months?










(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00) (4.00)
Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
 
† This increase should be interpreted with extreme caution 






2008 2009 2010 2011 2012













Never 661 78.2 % 0.00 82.9 %
Once 83 9.8 1.00 10.4
Tw ice 31 3.7 2.00 3.9
Three times 10 1.2 3.00 1.3
Four or more times 12 1.4 4.00 1.5
Total valid 797 94.3 %
Missing 48 5.7
Total 845 100.0 %
(5.7% missing)
Table 20.2a. Incidence of Violent Arguments Between Neighbors, 2012
Question 20.2. How often has each of the following things happened in your neighborhood in the past 6 months?
















Four or more times
Percentage of respondents
2008 919 87.9 % 7.6 % 2.4 % 0.9 % 1.1 % 0.20
2009 1,336 85.0 10.0 2.8 0.8 1.3 0.23
2010 893 86.9 8.3 3.1 1.0 0.7 0.20
2011 1,082 86.1 8.7 2.1 1.6 1.5 0.24
2012 797 82.9 10.4 3.9 1.3 1.5 0.28
40.0 % †
(1.00) (2.00) (3.00) (4.00)




Never Once Tw ice
† This increase should be interpreted with extreme 







Question 20.2. How often has each of the following things happened in your neighborhood in the past 6 months?
A violent argument between neighbors







2008 2009 2010 2011 2012













Never 799 94.6 % 0.00 99.8 %
Once 2 0.2 1.00 0.2
Tw ice 0 0.0 2.00 0.0
Three times 0 0.0 3.00 0.0
Four or more times 0 0.0 4.00 0.0
Total valid 801 94.8 %
Missing 44 5.2
Total 845 100.0 %
(5.2% missing)
Table 20.3a. Incidence of Gang Violence in Neighborhood, 2012

















Four or more times
Percentage of respondents
2008 919 99.8 % 0.0 % 0.1 % 0.0 % 0.1 % 0.01
2009 1,360 99.3 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.01
2010 897 99.7 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.01
2011 1,092 99.5 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.01
2012 801 99.8 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.01












Question 20.3. How often has each of the following things happened in your neighborhood in the past 6 months?
A gang fight
Table 20.3b. Incidence of Gang Violence in Neighborhood: Trends 2008–2012






2008 2009 2010 2011 2012














Never 780 92.3 % 0.00 98.1 %
Once 12 1.4 1.00 1.5
Tw ice 2 0.2 2.00 0.3
Three times 0 0.0 3.00 0.0
Four or more times 1 0.1 4.00 0.1
Total valid 795 94.1 %
Missing 50 5.9
Total 845 100.0 %
(5.9% missing)
Table 20.4a. Incidence of Sexual Assaults or Rapes in Neighborhood, 2012
Question 20.4. How often has each of the following things happened in your neighborhood in the past 6 months?
















Four or more times
Percentage of respondents
2008 910 99.0 % 0.7 % 0.1 % 0.1 % 0.1 % 0.02
2009 1,332 97.3 2.1 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.04
2010 890 98.4 1.3 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.02
2011 1,064 98.4 1.0 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.03
2012 795 98.1 1.5 0.3 0.0 0.1 0.03
50.0 % †
† This increase should be interpreted with extreme 
caution because the base numbers are very small.
Table 20.4b. Incidence of Sexual Assaults or Rapes in Neighborhood: Trends 2008–2012
Percent responding
(1.00) (2.00) (3.00) (4.00)
Average 
ratingYear n







Question 20.4. How often has each of the following things happened in your neighborhood in the past 6 months?
A sexual assault or rape







2008 2009 2010 2011 2012















Never 558 66.0 % 0.00 69.3 %
Once 141 16.7 1.00 17.5
Tw ice 54 6.4 2.00 6.7
Three times 33 3.9 3.00 4.1
Four or more times 19 2.2 4.00 2.4
Total valid 805 95.3 %
Missing 40 4.7
Total 845 100.0 %
(4.7% missing)
Table 20.5a. Incidence of Robberies, Burglaries, or Muggings in Neighborhood, 2012
Question 20.5. How often has each of the following things happened in your neighborhood in the past 6 months?
















Four or more times
Percentage of respondents
2008 903 78.2 % 12.6 % 4.9 % 1.9 % 2.4 % 0.38
2009 1,323 70.6 16.5 7.6 1.9 3.5 0.51
2010 894 72.7 15.8 6.0 2.4 3.1 0.48
2011 1,084 71.6 15.4 6.9 2.7 3.4 0.51
2012 805 69.3 17.5 6.7 4.1 2.4 0.53
39.5 % †
(1.00) (2.00) (3.00) (4.00)




Never Once Tw ice
† This increase should be interpreted with extreme 







Question 20.5. How often has each of the following things happened in your neighborhood in the past 6 months?
A robbery, burglary, or mugging







2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
















No 785 92.9 % 0.00 95.2 %
Yes 40 4.7 1.00 4.8
Total valid 825 97.6 %
Missing 20 2.4
Total 845 100.0 % (2.4% missing)
Table 21a. Victimization by Violence While Living in Neighborhood, 2012
Question 21. While you have lived in this neighborhood, has anyone every used violence, such as in a 













2008 1,046 94.2 % 5.8 % 0.06
2009 1,385 94.6 5.4 0.05
2010 909 94.6 5.4 0.05
2011 1,136 94.4 5.6 0.06
2012 825 95.2 4.8 0.05
-16.7 %  
Table 21b. Victimization by Violence While Living in Neighborhood: Trends 2008-2012
Question 21. While you have lived in this neighborhood, has anyone every used violence, such as in a 














2008 2009 2010 2011 2012














Table 22a. Strategies for Self-Protection, 2012
Question 22. Below is a list of things people may do for self-protection or to feel more secure in their homes and 












0 20 40 60 80 100
Lock doors at night and when you are away from home
Keep a firearm
Keep a phone in the bedroom to call for help
Have outside/automatic lights to deter prowlers
Have a dog
Lock doors during the day and when you are at home
Use a security system on vehicle(s)
Use a home security system
Take self-defense lessons
Attend neighborhood watch meetings
Develop a signal for "danger" with neighbors
Percentage of respondents checking off item
Response
Lock doors at night and w hen you are aw ay from home 90.3 % 90.8 % 90.8 % 90.9 % 91.1 % 0.9 %
Keep a firearm 69.6 71.1 70.6 72.3 69.3 -0.4
Keep a phone in the bedroom to call for help 68.2 70.5 69.2 69.8 67.9 -0.4
Have outside/automatic lights to deter prow lers 61.4 65.6 57.0 61.5 61.9 0.8
Have a dog 62.6 63.1 61.4 63.4 59.3 -5.3
Lock doors during the day and w hen you are at home 50.0 52.3 48.4 49.7 57.3 14.6
Use a security system on vehicle(s) 27.1 28.9 28.5 28.9 33.4 23.1
Use a home security system 14.4 16.8 21.9 25.2 28.6 98.9
Take self-defense lessons 7.4 7.7 10.2 9.6 9.5 27.9
Attend neighborhood w atch meetings 7.1 7.0 7.8 7.7 5.4 -23.3
Develop a signal for "danger" w ith neighbors 3.7 4.9 3.5 5.3 5.2 40.7
Percent change 
from 2008–2012:
Table 22b. Strategies for Self-Protection: Trends 2008–2012
Question 22. Below is a list of things people may do for self-protection or to feel more secure in their homes and 



































  Over  a  third  of  all  respondents  stated  that  they  were  satisfied  with  their  opportunities  to 
provide input on Borough decisions while 22 percent were dissatisfied.  Most people agreed that when 
they phoned  the Borough,  they  received  the  information  they needed  in  a  timely manner  and  from 
polite, professional staff.  While on all these measures there have been declines in average ratings since 
2008 (due to large drops in 2010), in the past two year the ratings have increased slightly.  
New questions were  added  in  2011  asking whether people  currently  access or would  like  to 
access Borough  information  through  various media.   As was  the  case  then,  traditional media—radio, 
newspapers  and  television—were  used  with  much  greater  frequency  than  e‐mail  news  releases, 
YouTube  videos,  and  Facebook. While  there were  slight  increases  in  the percentages of  respondents 
who  said  they  would  start  to  use  these  modern  media  in  the  future,  on  the  whole  there  is  little 
indication of emerging diffusion of  these  technologies.   The Borough’s website was used more often 













period  since  2008,  support  for  eight  of  these  taxes  increased,  though  in  some  cases  by  negligible 
amounts.  The biggest increases were in support of gasoline taxes and property taxes, 31.7 percent and 
46.3 percent,  respectively.   However,  these  remain by  far  the  least  two popular  taxes of  the  eleven 
asked about  in  the survey.   The strongest opposition was  to a  local gasoline  tax  (89% of  respondents 
opposed this to some degree, though only 81% of respondents opposed such a tax if the revenues were 














six  percent  increase  compared  to  2011  (when  63%  of  respondents  thought  traffic  congestion was  a 
serious problem), overall there has been just a slight increase since 2008. A similar pattern is evident in 
the  measure  of  concern  about  water  quality  in  the  Borough;  49  percent  of  respondents  agreed  or 
strongly agreed  that  they were concerned, compared  to 45 percent  in 2011.   Since 2008  the average 
rating has increased by over five percent).  Sixty‐seven percent of respondents agreed or strongly agreed 
that  the Borough needs  to do  a better  job of managing  growth  and development, while  66 percent 
agreed  or  strongly  agreed  that  the  Borough  should  designate  commercial  and  industrial  centers  to 
minimize land use conflicts.  
  New questions on  the 2011 Mat‐Su Borough  Survey asked  respondents  to  rate how well  the 
Borough  is  doing  at  regulating  various  land  use  effects,  specifically  noise,  signs  and  billboards, 
commercial  lighting,  natural  resource  extraction,  and  private  airstrips.  As was  the  case  in  2011,  the 
distribution of responses for each of these questions was remarkably similar.  While few people strongly 
agreed that the Borough  is doing a good  job  in this regard, most people did not  indicate they thought 
the Borough  is  doing  a  bad  job  either.  The  lowest  levels  of  satisfaction  concerned  the  regulation  of 
natural resource extraction (the average rating of 1.40 is slightly below “neither agree nor disagree” on 
a five‐point scale).  All other average rating were on the positive side of neutral, that is, they were above 
1.50, though  in no case was the average rating about 2.00  (“agree”).   The highest  level of satisfaction 
(1.72) was for regulation of signs and billboards.  
In  2011,  a  question  was  added  to  the  survey  asking  respondents  whether  they  think  the 








“seek  to develop our natural  resources.”  Just over one‐third  (64%) of  respondents agreed or strongly 
agreed,  while  19  percent  disagreed  or  strongly  disagreed.    Respondents  were  similarly  enthusiastic 
about  developing  opportunities  for  business  development  of  high  technology,  manufacturing,  and 
aerospace. Sixty‐four percent agreed  to some extent with  this approach, and 19 percent disagreed or 
strongly disagreed.    
  Several  questions  were  added  to  the  2011  Mat‐Su  Survey  to  assess  residents’  use  and 
awareness  of  emergency  services,  and  their  households’  preparation  for  disaster.    Generally,  the 
services that were the most used were also the services that respondents reported more awareness of. 
The  ambulance  service  was  both  the  most  used  and  the  service  most  people  were  aware  of.  
Respondents for the most part were reasonably aware of opportunities for training in CPR, First Aid and 
other emergency skills (62%), prevention or preparedness programs (45%), open houses at emergency 
stations  (36.6%), and  lectures or programs detailing the operations of  local emergency services  (29%).    
Respondents were also asked if they planned to use these services in the future.  Several people wrote 
comments in the margin that this was a strange or stupid question, that one does not ordinarily plan to 
use emergency  services, and  so on.   Despite  this  sentiment, 56 percent of people who answered  the 
question said they planned to use “training in CPR, first aid, or other emergency skills,” and 29 percent 
said  they  planned  to  engage  with  prevention  or  preparedness  programs.    In  all  seven  varieties  of 
services asked about  in these questions, there were  large  increases  in the percentages of respondents 
who indicted they plan to use the service in the future.  
  Overall,  it seems that survey respondents think the borough  is vulnerable to a natural or man‐
made disaster (57%), but only 23 percent think the borough is prepared to recover from such an event, 
should  it  be  widespread.    There  was  strong  support  for  the  statement  that  residents  should  take 
personal  responsibility  for  preparing  for  disasters  (94%  agreed  or  strongly  agreed),  and  much  less 
support for the notion that the borough government  is responsible for preparing residents for disaster 
(only  30%  agreed  or  strongly  agreed).   Not  surprisingly  then, most  respondents  (57%)  said  they  are 
prepared  for a natural or man‐made disaster, and 71 percent claim to have set aside supplies  in their 














disagree 47 5.6 % 0.00 7.0 %
Disagree 100 11.8 1.00 14.9
Neither agree
nor disagree
264 31.2 1.50 39.4
Agree 237 28.0 2.00 35.4
Strongly agree 22 2.6 3.00 3.3
Don't know 160 18.9
Total valid 830 98.2 %
Missing 15 1.8
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 23.1a. Satisfaction with Opportunities for Input on Borough Decisions, 2012
(1.8% missing)
Question 23.1. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2008 819 9.4 % 30.6 % 54.7 % 5.3 % 1.56
2009 752 11.8 30.5 53.5 4.3 1.50
2010 484 8.3 35.1 51.4 5.2 1.52
2011 564 14.5 28.5 50.9 6.0 1.49
2012 406 11.6 24.6 58.4 5.4 1.55
-0.6 %
Question 23.1. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
Overall, I am satisfied with the opportunities the Borough provides to give input on decisions.
Table 23.1b. Satisfaction with Opportunities for Input on Borough Decisions: Trends 2008-2012
Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Strongly 
agree










2008 2009 2010 2011 2012




















disagree 30 3.6 % 0.00 4.6 %
Disagree 77 9.1 1.00 11.8
Neither agree
nor disagree
186 22.0 1.50 28.5
Agree 318 37.6 2.00 48.7
Strongly agree 42 5.0 3.00 6.4
Don't know 179 21.2
Total valid 832 98.5 %
Missing 13 1.5
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 23.2a. Timeliness of Borough Information, 2012
(1.5% missing)
Question 23.2. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2008 715 6.3 % 17.6 % 64.9 % 11.2 % 1.81
2009 751 5.9 20.1 63.9 10.1 1.78
2010 483 5.6 22.6 63.4 8.5 1.68
2011 619 6.8 18.1 65.4 9.7 1.70
2012 467 6.4 16.5 68.1 9.0 1.71
-5.5 %
Table 23.2b. Timeliness of Borough Information: Trends 2008-2012
Question 23.2. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
When I call the Borough, I usually get the information I need in a timely manner.
Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Strongly 
agree










2008 2009 2010 2011 2012



















disagree 15 1.8 % 0.00 2.2 %
Disagree 23 2.7 1.00 3.4
Neither agree
nor disagree
157 18.6 1.50 23.4
Agree 381 45.1 2.00 56.7
Strongly agree 96 11.4 3.00 14.3
Don't know 163 19.3
Total valid 835 98.8 %
Missing 10 1.2
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 23.3a. Politeness of Borough Employees, 2012
(1.2% missing)
Question 23.3. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2008 761 1.2 % 9.7 % 69.6 % 19.4 % 2.07
2009 843 2.1 4.6 74.1 19.1 2.10
2010 539 4.1 13.0 68.8 14.1 1.84
2011 869 2.4 6.1 74.8 16.7 1.93
2012 515 2.9 4.5 74.0 18.6 1.95
-5.8 %
Question 23.3 Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
When I call the Borough, the person I speak with is usually polite and professional.
Table 23.3b. Politeness of Borough Employees: Trends 2008-2012
Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Strongly 
agree










2008 2009 2010 2011 2012


















Use daily 10 1.2 % 3.00 1.5 %
Use w eekly 27 3.2 2.00 4.0
Use monthly 44 5.2 1.00 6.4
Will start to use 107 12.7 ------ 15.7
Never use 495 58.6 0.00 72.5
Not applicable 112 13.3
Total valid 795 94.1 %
Missing 50 5.9
Total 845 100.0 % (5.9% missing)
Table 24.1a. Access to Borough News Releases by Email, 2012
Question 24.1. Following is a list of ways the Borough disseminates news and information.  Please indicate if you 
currently access or would like to access Borough information using these methods.




















2011 924 1.4 % 4.5 % 6.5 % 13.2 % 74.4 % 0.20
2012 683 1.5 4.0 6.4 15.7 72.5 0.19
-5.0




Table 24.1b. Access to Borough News Releases by Email: Trends 2011-2012*
Question 24.1. Following is a list of ways the Borough disseminates news and information.  Please indicate if you 
currently access or would like to access Borough information using these methods.



































Use daily 1 0.1 % 3.00 .1 %
Use w eekly 4 0.5 2.00 .6
Use monthly 15 1.8 1.00 2.2
Will start to use 39 4.6 ------ 5.7
Never use 622 73.6 0.00 91.3
Not applicable 119 14.1
Total valid 800 94.7 %
Missing 45 5.3
Total 845 100.0 % (5.3% missing)
Table 24.2a. Access to Borough YouTube Videos, 2012
Question 24.2. Following is a list of ways the Borough disseminates news and information.  Please indicate if you 





















2011 926 0.1 % 0.9 % 1.1 % 5.2 % 92.8 % 0.03





Table 24.2b. Access to Borough YouTube Videos: Trends 2011-2012*
Question 24.2. Following is a list of ways the Borough disseminates news and information.  Please indicate if you currently 
access or would like to access Borough information using these methods.
Borough YouTube videos
(3.00) (2.00) (1.00) (0.00)
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:





































Use daily 8 0.9 % 3.00 1.1 %
Use w eekly 38 4.5 2.00 5.2
Use monthly 260 30.8 1.00 35.7
Will start to use 145 17.2 ------ 19.9
Never use 278 32.9 0.00 38.1
Not applicable 74 8.8
Total valid 803 95.0 %
Missing 42 5.0
Total 845 100.0 % (5% missing)
Table 24.3a. Access to Borough's Website, 2012
Question 24.3. Following is a list of ways the Borough disseminates news and information.  Please indicate if you 





















2011 869 1.2 % 5.7 % 33.2 % 17.5 % 42.4 % 0.48





Table 24.3b. Access to Borough's Website: Trends 2011-2012*
Question 24.3. Following is a list of ways the Borough disseminates news and information.  Please indicate if you currently 
access or would like to access Borough information using these methods.
Borough's website
(3.00) (2.00) (1.00) (0.00)
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:

































Use daily 24 2.8 % 3.00 3.4 %
Use w eekly 16 1.9 2.00 2.2
Use monthly 17 2.0 1.00 2.4
Will start to use 63 7.5 ------ 8.8
Never use 594 70.3 0.00 83.2
Not applicable 95 11.2
Total valid 809 95.7 %
Missing 36 4.3
Total 845 100.0 % (4.3% missing)
Table 24.4a. Access to Borough News on Facebook, 2012
Question 24.4. Following is a list of ways the Borough disseminates news and information.  Please indicate if you 
currently access or would like to access Borough information using these methods.




















2011 949 0.9 % 1.4 % 1.5 % 8.9 % 87.4 % 0.07





Question 24.4. Following is a list of ways the Borough disseminates news and information.  Please indicate if you currently 
access or would like to access Borough information using these methods.
Borough news on Facebook
Table 24.4b. Access to Borough News on Facebook: Trends 2011-2012*
(3.00) (2.00) (1.00) (0.00)
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:



































Use daily 260 30.8 % 3.00 34.2 %
Use w eekly 133 15.7 2.00 17.5
Use monthly 123 14.6 1.00 16.2
Will start to use 35 4.1 ------ 4.6
Never use 209 24.7 0.00 27.5
Not applicable 46 5.4
Total valid 806 95.4 %
Missing 39 4.6
Total 845 100.0 % (4.6% missing)
Table 24.5a. Access to Local Radio, 2012
Question 24.5. Following is a list of ways the Borough disseminates news and information.  Please indicate if you 





















2011 1,026 33.0 % 16.5 % 15.7 % 5.8 % 29.0 % 1.48





Table 24.5b. Access to Local Radio: Trends 2011-2012*
Question 24.5. Following is a list of ways the Borough disseminates news and information.  Please indicate if you currently 
access or would like to access Borough information using these methods.
Local radio
(3.00) (2.00) (1.00) (0.00)
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:

































Use daily 8 0.9 % 3.00 1.2 %
Use w eekly 5 0.6 2.00 .7
Use monthly 59 7.0 1.00 8.8
Will start to use 114 13.5 ------ 17.0
Never use 483 57.2 0.00 72.2
Not applicable 101 12.0
Total valid 770 91.1 %
Missing 75 8.9
Total 845 100.0 % (8.9% missing)
Table 24.6a. Access to Mat-Su Borough Annual Report, 2012
Question 24.6. Following is a list of ways the Borough disseminates news and information.  Please indicate if you 
currently access or would like to access Borough information using these methods.




















2011 898 0.2 % 1.1 % 9.6 % 14.1 % 74.9 % 0.12





Table 24.6b. Access to Mat-Su Borough Annual Report: Trends 2011-2012*
Question 24.6. Following is a list of ways the Borough disseminates news and information.  Please indicate if you currently 
access or would like to access Borough information using these methods.
Mat-SuBorough Annual Report
(3.00) (2.00) (1.00) (0.00)
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:





































Use daily 170 20.1 % 3.00 22.1 %
Use w eekly 226 26.7 2.00 29.4
Use monthly 155 18.3 1.00 20.2
Will start to use 34 4.0 ------ 4.4
Never use 184 21.8 0.00 23.9
Not applicable 39 4.6
Total valid 808 95.6 %
Missing 37 4.4
Total 845 100.0 % (4.4% missing)
Table 24.7a. Access to Local Newspapers, 2012
Question 24.7. Following is a list of ways the Borough disseminates news and information.  Please indicate if you 





















2011 1,076 21.5 % 30.9 % 19.0 % 4.0 % 24.7 % 1.45





Table 24.7b. Access to Local Newspapers: Trends 2011-2012*
Question 24.7. Following is a list of ways the Borough disseminates news and information.  Please indicate if you currently 
access or would like to access Borough information using these methods.
Local newspapers
(3.00) (2.00) (1.00) (0.00)
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:






























Use daily 320 37.9 % 3.00 42.6 %
Use w eekly 135 16.0 2.00 18.0
Use monthly 76 9.0 1.00 10.1
Will start to use 34 4.0 ------ 4.5
Never use 186 22.0 0.00 24.8
Not applicable 65 7.7
Total valid 816 96.6 %
Missing 29 3.4
Total 845 100.0 % (3.4% missing)
Table 24.8a. Access to Local TV News Programs, 2012
Question 24.8. Following is a list of ways the Borough disseminates news and information.  Please indicate if you 
currently access or would like to access Borough information using these methods.




















2011 1,035 44.3 % 15.6 % 11.0 % 3.7 % 25.5 % 1.75





Table 24.8b. Access to Local TV News Programs: Trends 2011-2012*
Question 24.8. Following is a list of ways the Borough disseminates news and information.  Please indicate if you currently 
access or would like to access Borough information using these methods.
Local TV news programs
(3.00) (2.00) (1.00) (0.00)
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:































disagree 118 14.0 % 0.00 15.1 %
Disagree 203 24.0 1.00 26.1
Neither agree
nor disagree
197 23.3 1.50 25.3
Agree 236 27.9 2.00 30.3
Strongly agree 25 3.0 3.00 3.2
Don't know 55 6.5
Total valid 834 98.7 %
Missing 11 1.3
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 25.1a. Money's Worth for Taxes Paid to Borough, 2012
(1.3% missing)
Question 25.1. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2008 952 19.9 % 39.0 % 37.5 % 3.7 % 1.25
2009 973 21.0 43.3 31.9 3.9 1.19
2010 644 18.6 35.6 38.7 7.1 1.38
2011 785 23.3 37.3 34.3 5.1 1.29
2012 582 20.3 34.9 40.5 4.3 1.34
7.2 %
Question 25.1. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
I feel I am getting my money's worth for the taxes I pay to the Mat-Su Borough.
Table 25.1b. Money's Worth for Taxes Paid to Borough: Trends 2008-2012
Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Strongly 
agree










2008 2009 2010 2011 2012














disagree 57 6.7 % 0.00 7.6 %
Disagree 122 14.4 1.00 16.3
Neither agree
nor disagree
225 26.6 1.50 30.1
Agree 222 26.3 2.00 29.7
Strongly agree 122 14.4 3.00 16.3
Don't know 82 9.7
Total valid 830 98.2 %
Missing 15 1.8
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 25.2a. Use of Funds to Support Open Spaces in the Borough, 2012
(1.8% missing)
Question 25.2. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2008 828 9.1 % 23.6 % 48.1 % 19.3 % 1.78
2009 858 10.3 20.2 47.7 21.9 1.81
2010 557 11.1 23.5 44.9 20.5 1.67
2011 695 14.4 20.1 40.7 24.7 1.68
2012 523 10.9 23.3 42.4 23.3 1.70
-4.5 %
Question 25.2. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
Funds should be spent to preserve open spaces in the Borough.
Table 25.2b. Use of Funds to Support Open Spaces in the Borough: Trends 2008-2012
Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Strongly 
agree










2008 2009 2010 2011 2012























disagree 149 17.6 % 0.00 18.9 %
Disagree 191 22.6 1.00 24.2
Neither agree
nor disagree
123 14.6 1.50 15.6
Agree 282 33.4 2.00 35.8
Strongly agree 43 5.1 3.00 5.5
Don't know 43 5.1
Total valid 831 98.3 %
Missing 14 1.7
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 25.3a. Road Maintenance and Road Service Taxes, 2012
(1.7% missing)
Question 25.3. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2008 983 24.3 % 24.3 % 37.6 % 4.7 % 1.23
2009 1,100 20.6 20.6 39.8 5.9 1.31
2010 687 18.5 29.3 44.5 7.7 1.43
2011 884 20.8 32.7 39.7 6.8 1.36
2012 665 22.4 28.7 42.4 6.5 1.36
10.6 %
Question 25.3. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
The current level of road maintenance in my area is worth what I pay in road service area taxes.
Table 25.3b. Road Maintenance and Road Service Taxes: Trends 2008-2012
Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Strongly 
agree










2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

















disagree 191 22.6 % 0.00 23.1 %
Disagree 153 18.1 1.00 18.5
Neither agree
nor disagree
70 8.3 1.50 8.5
Agree 197 23.3 2.00 23.8
Strongly agree 216 25.6 3.00 26.1
Don't know 11 1.3
Total valid 838 99.2 %
Missing 7 0.8
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 26.1a. Support for Tobacco Tax Increase, 2012
(0.8% missing)
Question 26.1. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2008 1,023 27.2 % 18.7 % 27.0 % 27.2 % 1.54
2009 1,253 24.2 20.2 28.9 26.3 1.57
2010 807 29.7 18.8 27.1 24.3 1.46
2011 1,008 26.8 17.2 25.6 30.5 1.59
2012 757 25.2 20.2 26.0 28.5 1.57
1.9 %
Table 26.1b. Support for Tobacco Tax Increase: Trends 2008-2012
Question 26.1. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
I would support an increase in the tobacco tax to raise money to pay for services.
Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Strongly 
agree










2008 2009 2010 2011 2012





















disagree 177 20.9 % 0.00 21.4 %
Disagree 178 21.1 1.00 21.5
Neither agree
nor disagree
96 11.4 1.50 11.6
Agree 197 23.3 2.00 23.8
Strongly agree 178 21.1 3.00 21.5
Don't know 11 1.3
Total valid 837 99.1 %
Missing 8 0.9
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 26.2a. Support for Local Alcohol Tax, 2012
(0.9% missing)
Question 26.2. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2008 1,029 24.8 % 23.1 % 27.5 % 24.6 % 1.52
2009 1,233 22.8 21.9 31.8 23.5 1.56
2010 780 28.6 20.5 27.9 22.9 1.46
2011 1,001 25.6 20.7 29.2 24.6 1.52
2012 730 24.2 24.4 27.0 24.4 1.51
-0.7 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Strongly 
agree
(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)
Table 26.2b. Support for Local Alcohol Tax: Trends 2008–2012
Question 26.2. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:










2008 2009 2010 2011 2012


















disagree 135 16.0 % 0.00 16.7 %
Disagree 221 26.2 1.00 27.4
Neither agree
nor disagree
154 18.2 1.50 19.1
Agree 202 23.9 2.00 25.1
Strongly agree 94 11.1 3.00 11.7
Don't know 29 3.4
Total valid 835 98.8 %
Missing 10 1.2
Total 845 100.0 % (1.2% missing)
Table 26.3a. Support for Hotel Bed Tax Increase, 2012
Question 26.3. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2008 1,015 19.2 % 36.7 % 29.2 % 15.0 % 1.40
2009 1,089 21.2 34.3 32.0 12.5 1.36
2010 714 22.8 34.9 29.7 12.6 1.36
2011 894 24.6 30.8 30.0 14.7 1.38
2012 652 20.7 33.9 31.0 14.4 1.41
0.7 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Strongly 
agree
(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)
Table 26.3b. Support for Hotel Bed Tax Increase: Trends 2008–2012
Question 26.3. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:










2008 2009 2010 2011 2012






















disagree 203 24.0 % 0.00 24.9 %
Disagree 235 27.8 1.00 28.9
Neither agree
nor disagree
125 14.8 1.50 15.4
Agree 179 21.2 2.00 22.0
Strongly agree 72 8.5 3.00 8.8
Don't know 22 2.6
Total valid 836 98.9 %
Missing 9 1.1
Total 845 100.0 % (1.1% missing)
Table 26.4a. Support for Seasonal Sales Tax, 2012
Question 26.4. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2008 1,015 30.1 % 35.0 % 23.5 % 11.3 % 1.16
2009 1,143 29.4 35.0 25.0 10.6 1.17
2010 757 25.4 34.1 28.3 12.3 1.31
2011 943 28.7 33.3 27.3 10.7 1.24
2012 689 29.5 34.1 26.0 10.4 1.22
5.2 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Strongly 
agree
(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)
Table 26.4b. Support for Seasonal Sales Tax: Trends 2008–2012
Question 26.4. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:










2008 2009 2010 2011 2012


















disagree 228 27.0 % 0.00 28.3 %
Disagree 261 30.9 1.00 32.4
Neither agree
nor disagree
111 13.1 1.50 13.8
Agree 155 18.3 2.00 19.2
Strongly agree 51 6.0 3.00 6.3
Don't know 26 3.1
Total valid 832 98.5 %
Missing 13 1.5
Total 845 100.0 % (1.5% missing)
Table 26.5a. Support for Year-Round Sales Tax, 2012
Question 26.5. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2008 1,024 36.6 % 33.9 % 21.9 % 7.6 % 1.01
2009 1,178 37.2 37.3 18.9 6.6 0.95
2010 759 29.9 34.5 26.1 9.5 1.20
2011 929 37.0 33.7 21.4 7.9 1.07
2012 695 32.8 37.6 22.3 7.3 1.10
8.9 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Strongly 
agree
(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)
Table 26.5b. Support for Year-Round Sales Tax: Trends 2008–2012
Question 26.5. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:










2008 2009 2010 2011 2012



















disagree 131 15.5 % 0.00 16.5 %
Disagree 188 22.2 1.00 23.7
Neither agree
nor disagree
151 17.9 1.50 19.1
Agree 209 24.7 2.00 26.4
Strongly agree 113 13.4 3.00 14.3
Don't know 42 5.0
Total valid 834 98.7 %
Missing 11 1.3
Total 845 100.0 % (1.3% missing)
Table 26.6a. Support for Residential and Commercial Property Impact Fee, 2012
Question 26.6. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
I would support imposing an impact fee on developers for residential and commercial properties





















2008 968 22.4 % 36.0 % 35.1 % 16.4 % 1.46
2009 1,033 24.7 28.2 32.7 14.4 1.37
2010 695 23.9 30.2 29.8 16.1 1.40
2011 865 24.0 26.2 32.3 17.5 1.44
2012 641 20.4 29.3 32.6 17.6 1.48
1.4 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Strongly 
agree
(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)
Table 26.6b. Support for Residential and Commercial Property Impact Fee: Trends 2008–2012
Question 26.6. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
I would support imposing an impact fee on developers for residential and commercial properties










2008 2009 2010 2011 2012




















disagree 451 53.4 % 0.00 54.8 %
Disagree 285 33.7 1.00 34.6
Neither agree
nor disagree
47 5.6 1.50 5.7
Agree 32 3.8 2.00 3.9
Strongly agree 8 0.9 3.00 1.0
Don't know 12 1.4
Total valid 835 98.8 %
Missing 10 1.2
Total 845 100.0 % (1.2% missing)
Table 26.7a. Support for Local Gasoline Tax to Support Services, 2012
Question 26.7. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2008 1,051 64.3 % 31.7 % 2.6 % 1.4 % 0.41
2009 1,289 53.2 41.6 3.8 1.4 0.53
2010 829 46.2 37.8 7.5 8.6 0.84
2011 1,048 59.6 36.1 3.1 1.1 0.52
2012 776 58.1  36.7 4.1 1.0 0.54
31.7 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Strongly 
agree
(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)
Table 26.7b. Support for Local Gasoline Tax to Support Services: Trends 2008–2012
Question 26.7. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:










2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

















disagree 412 48.8 % 0.00 49.9 %
Disagree 254 30.1 1.00 30.8
Neither agree
nor disagree
58 6.9 1.50 7.0
Agree 86 10.2 2.00 10.4
Strongly agree 16 1.9 3.00 1.9
Don't know 11 1.3
Total valid 837 99.1 %
Missing 8 0.9
Total 845 100.0 % (0.9% missing)
Table 26.8a. Support for Local Gasoline Tax to Support Transportation Improvements, 2012
Question 26.8. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2010 808 50.5 % 32.9 % 8.7 % 7.9 % 0.81
2011 1,021 56.0 32.6 8.9 2.4 0.65
2012 768 53.6 33.1 11.2 2.1 0.68
-16.0 %
*This question was added to  the survey in 2010.
Percent change in average rating from 2010–2012:
Table 26.8b. Support for Local Gasoline Tax to Support Transportation Improvements: 
Trends 2010–2012*
Question 26.8. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:


































disagree 440 52.1 % 0.00 53.5 %
Disagree 244 28.9 1.00 29.6
Neither agree
nor disagree
74 8.8 1.50 9.0
Agree 56 6.6 2.00 6.8
Strongly agree 9 1.1 3.00 1.1
Don't know 14 1.7
Total valid 837 99.1 %
Missing 8 0.9
Total 845 100.0 % (0.9% missing)
Table 26.9a. Support for Property Tax Increase, 2012
Question 26.9. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2008 1,043 62.7 % 31.0 % 5.1 % 1.2 % 0.41
2009 1,273 60.6 34.1 4.2 1.2 0.53
2010 808 50.5 32.9 8.7 7.9 0.81
2011 1,013 59.5 32.6 6.6 1.3 0.58
2012 749 58.7 32.6 7.5 1.2 0.60
46.3 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Strongly 
agree
(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)
Table 26.9b. Support for Property Tax Increase: Trends 2008–2012
Question 26.9. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:










2008 2009 2010 2011 2012




















disagree 162 19.2 % 0.00 21.0 %
Disagree 165 19.5 1.00 21.4
Neither agree
nor disagree
157 18.6 1.50 20.4
Agree 168 19.9 2.00 21.8
Strongly agree 118 14.0 3.00 15.3
Don't know 63 7.5
Total valid 833 98.6 %
Missing 12 1.4
Total 845 100.0 % (1.4% missing)
Table 26.10a. Support for Gravel Extracting Tax, 2012
Question 26.10. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2008 929 28.6 % 28.4 % 28.5 % 14.4 % 1.28
2009 1,019 29.1 26.7 29.5 14.6 1.30
2010 679 29.3 28.3 26.1 16.3 1.34
2011 846 31.7 24.2 30.0 14.1 1.31
2012 613 26.4 26.9 27.4 19.2 1.42
10.9 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Strongly 
agree
(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)
Table 26.10b. Support for Gravel Extracting Tax: Trends 2008–2012
Question 26.10. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:










2008 2009 2010 2011 2012














disagree 176 20.8 % 0.00 22.4 %
Disagree 146 17.3 1.00 18.6
Neither agree
nor disagree
144 17.0 1.50 18.4
Agree 236 27.9 2.00 30.1
Strongly agree 82 9.7 3.00 10.5
Don't know 52 6.2
Total valid 836 98.9 %
Missing 9 1.1
Total 845 100.0 % (1.1% missing)
Table 26.11a. Support for Real Estate Transfer Fee, 2012
Question 26.11. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2008 985 24.8 % 24.0 % 38.5 % 12.8 % 1.39
2009 1,086 26.2 23.4 39.1 11.3 1.36
2010 716 27.1 25.0 35.1 12.8 1.37
2011 876 30.8 21.5 36.2 11.5 1.32
2012 640 27.5 22.8 36.9 12.8 1.38
-0.7 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Strongly 
agree
(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)
Table 26.11b. Support for Real Estate Transfer Fee: Trends 2008–2012
Question 26.11. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:










2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
















disagree 73 8.6 % 0.00 9.1 %
Disagree 217 25.7 1.00 27.1
Neither agree
nor disagree
240 28.4 1.50 29.9
Agree 257 30.4 2.00 32.0
Strongly agree 15 1.8 3.00 1.9
Don't know 30 3.6
Total valid 832 98.5 %
Missing 13 1.5
Total 845 100.0 % (1.5% missing)
Table 27.1a. Satisfaction with Development of Mat-Su Borough, 2012
Question 27.1. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2008 978 12.0 % 37.5 % 47.2 % 3.3 % 1.42
2009 974 14.2 41.4 41.3 3.2 1.34
2010 633 11.1 40.4 44.1 4.4 1.44
2011 747 13.9 39.5 43.9 2.7 1.40
2012 562 13.0 38.6 45.7 2.7 1.42
0.0 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Strongly 
agree
(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)
Table 27.1b. Satisfaction with Development of Mat-Su Borough: Trends 2008–2012
Question 27.1. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:










2008 2009 2010 2011 2012


















disagree 14 1.7 % 0.00 1.7 %
Disagree 125 14.8 1.00 15.1
Neither agree
nor disagree
115 13.6 1.50 13.9
Agree 302 35.7 2.00 36.6
Strongly agree 270 32.0 3.00 32.7
Don't know 9 1.1
Total valid 835 98.8 %
Missing 10 1.2
Total 845 100.0 % (1.2% missing)
Table 27.2a. Traffic Congestion as a Problem in the Borough, 2012
Question 27.2. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2008 1,031 2.5 % 26.6 % 35.4 % 35.5 % 2.04
2009 1,183 5.0 19.9 39.6 35.4 2.06
2010 750 6.9 26.7 36.1 30.3 1.83
2011 963 5.2 21.5 41.7 31.6 1.93
2012 711 2.0  17.6 42.5 38.0 2.07
1.5 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Strongly 
agree
(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)
Table 27.2b. Traffic Congestion as a Problem in the Borough: Trends 2008–2012
Question 27.2. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:










2008 2009 2010 2011 2012


















disagree 48 5.7 % 0.00 6.1 %
Disagree 145 17.2 1.00 18.5
Neither agree
nor disagree
207 24.5 1.50 26.4
Agree 244 28.9 2.00 31.2
Strongly agree 139 16.4 3.00 17.8
Don't know 51 6.0
Total valid 834 98.7 %
Missing 11 1.3
Total 845 100.0 %
* This question was slightly changed in 2011 to include this addition after the main statement: "(Drinking Water and Surface Water Bodies)"
(1.3% missing)
Table 27.3a. Concern about Water Quality in the Borough, 2012
Question 27.3. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2008 933 6.2 % 39.8 % 36.4 % 17.6 % 1.65
2009 937 7.5 32.4 39.5 20.6 1.73
2010 614 10.1 35.2 37.6 17.1 1.58
2011 747 7.1 30.4 39.2 23.3 1.70
2012 576 8.3 25.2 42.4 24.1 1.74
5.5 %
* This question was slightly changed in 2011 to  include this addition after the main statement: "(Drinking Water and Surface Water Bodies)"
Table 27.3b. Concern about Water Quality in the Borough: Trends 2008–2012
Question 27.3. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:






Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Strongly 
agree





2008 2009 2010 2011 2012













disagree 15 1.8 % 0.00 1.9 %
Disagree 60 7.1 1.00 7.5
Neither agree
nor disagree
189 22.4 1.50 23.6
Agree 300 35.5 2.00 37.5
Strongly agree 237 28.0 3.00 29.6
Don't know 30 3.6
Total valid 831 98.3 %
Missing 14 1.7
Total 845 100.0 % (1.7% missing)
Table 27.4a. Management of Growth and Development in the Borough, 2012
Question 27.4. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2008 970 4.3 % 12.8 % 46.6 % 36.3 % 2.15
2009 1,087 3.6 9.7 48.7 38.1 2.21
2010 678 8.1 14.3 46.5 31.1 1.89
2011 826 3.3 8.6 50.8 37.3 2.05
2012 612 2.5 9.8 49.0 38.7 2.07
-3.7 %Percent change in average rating from 2008–2012:
Strongly 
agree
(0.00) (1.00) (2.00) (3.00)
Table 27.4b. Management of Growth and Development in the Borough: Trends 2008–2012
Question 27.4. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:










2008 2009 2010 2011 2012






















disagree 29 3.4 % 0.00 3.8 %
Disagree 62 7.3 1.00 8.1
Neither agree
nor disagree
166 19.6 1.50 21.8
Agree 315 37.3 2.00 41.3
Strongly agree 191 22.6 3.00 25.0
Don't know 71 8.4
Total valid 834 98.7 %
Missing 11 1.3
Total 845 100.0 % (1.3% missing)
Table 27.5. Designation of Commercial and Industrial Centers, 2012
Question 27.5. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2011 1,240 3.5 % 7.8 % 26.2 % 38.4 % 24.1 % 1.96
2012 763 3.8 8.1 21.8 41.3 25.0 1.98
1.0 %






Table 27.5b. Designation of Commercial and Industrial Centers: Trends 2011–2012*
Question 27.5. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
The Borough should designate commercial and industrial centers to minimize land use conflicts.



























disagree 50 5.9 % 0.00 6.9 %
Disagree 118 14.0 1.00 16.3
Neither agree
nor disagree
242 28.6 1.50 33.5
Agree 293 34.7 2.00 40.6
Strongly agree 19 2.2 3.00 2.6
Don't know 102 12.1
Total valid 824 97.5 %
Missing 21 2.5
Total 845 100.0 % (2.5% missing)
Table 28.1a. Regulation of Noise, 2012






















2011 969 7.0 % 15.6 % 34.7 % 39.6 % 3.1 % 1.56
2012 722 6.9 16.3 33.5 40.6 2.6 1.56
0.0 %
*This question was added to  the survey in 2011.
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:
Percent responding
Table 28.1b. Regulation of Noise: Trends 2011–2012*







































disagree 38 4.5 % 0.00 4.9 %
Disagree 109 12.9 1.00 14.1
Neither agree
nor disagree
179 21.2 1.50 23.2
Agree 390 46.2 2.00 50.6
Strongly agree 55 6.5 3.00 7.1
Don't know 57 6.7
Total valid 828 98.0 %
Missing 17 2.0
Total 845 100.0 % (2% missing)
Table 28.2a. Regulation of Signs and Billboards, 2012






















2011 1,027 4.3 % 9.5 % 25.2 % 53.3 % 7.7 % 1.77
2012 771 4.9 14.1 23.2 50.6 7.1 1.72
-2.8 %
*This question was added to  the survey in 2011.
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:
Percent responding
Table 28.2b. Regulation of Signs and Billboards: Trends 2011–2012*



































disagree 26 3.1 % 0.00 3.6 %
Disagree 93 11.0 1.00 13.0
Neither agree
nor disagree
240 28.4 1.50 33.4
Agree 337 39.9 2.00 46.9
Strongly agree 22 2.6 3.00 3.1
Don't know 96 11.4
Total valid 814 96.3 %
Missing 31 3.7
Total 845 100.0 % (3.7% missing)
Table 28.3a. Regulation of Commercial Lighting, 2012






















2011 978 3.7 % 12.4 % 31.8 % 48.4 % 3.8 % 1.68
2012 718 3.6 13.0 33.4 46.9 3.1 1.66
-1.2 %
*This question was added to  the survey in 2011.
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:
Percent responding
Table 28.3b. Regulation of Commercial Lighting: Trends 2011–2012*



































disagree 89 10.5 % 0.00 13.2 %
Disagree 136 16.1 1.00 20.2
Neither agree
nor disagree
220 26.0 1.50 32.7
Agree 204 24.1 2.00 30.4
Strongly agree 23 2.7 3.00 3.4
Don't know 157 18.6
Total valid 829 98.1 %
Missing 16 1.9
Total 845 100.0 % (1.9% missing)
Table 28.4a. Regulation of Natural Resource Extraction, 2012
Question 28.4. I believe that the Borough is doing a good job of regulating the following land use effects:





















2011 915 11.5 % 20.4 % 33.0 % 31.9 % 3.2 % 1.43
2012 672 13.2 20.2 32.7 30.4 3.4 1.40
-2.1 %
*This question was added to  the survey in 2011.
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:
Percent responding
Table 28.4b. Regulation of Natural Resource Extraction: Trends 2011–2012*
Question 28.4. I believe that the Borough is doing a good job of regulating the following land use effects:
Natural resource extraction (i.e., natural gas, timber, gravel, etc.)
Strongly 
agree






























disagree 27 3.2 % 0.00 4.4 %
Disagree 55 6.5 1.00 9.0
Neither agree
nor disagree
250 29.6 1.50 41.0
Agree 251 29.7 2.00 41.1
Strongly agree 27 3.2 3.00 4.4
Don't know 221 26.2
Total valid 831 98.3 %
Missing 14 1.7
Total 845 100.0 % (1.7% missing)
Table 28.5a. Regulation of Private Airstrips, 2012






















2011 819 4.4 % 8.4 % 41.8 % 40.3 % 5.1 % 1.67
2012 610 4.4 9.0 41.0 41.1 4.4 1.66
-0.6 %
*This question was added to  the survey in 2011.
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:
Percent responding
Table 28.5b. Regulation of Private Airstrips: Trends 2011–2012*































disagree 21 2.5 % 0.00 2.7 %
Disagree 56 6.6 1.00 7.3
Neither agree
nor disagree
143 16.9 1.50 18.6
Agree 406 48.0 2.00 52.7
Strongly agree 144 17.0 3.00 18.7
Don't know 61 7.2
Total valid 831 98.3 %
Missing 14 1.7
Total 845 100.0 % (1.7% missing)
Table 29.1a. Local Businesses and Non-Profits, 2012
Question 29.1. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following statement:
The Borough should direct more resources to working with local businesses and non-profits to grow and 





















2011 1,024 5.7 % 7.4 % 20.8 % 44.2 % 21.9 % 1.93
2012 770 2.7 7.3 18.6 52.7 18.7 1.97
2.1 %
*This question was added to  the survey in 2011.
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:
Table 29.1b. Local Businesses and Non-Profits: Trends 2011–2012*
Question 29.1. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following statement:


































disagree 50 5.9 % 0.00 6.3 %
Disagree 97 11.5 1.00 12.2
Neither agree
nor disagree
139 16.4 1.50 17.5
Agree 325 38.5 2.00 40.9
Strongly agree 183 21.7 3.00 23.0
Don't know 39 4.6
Total valid 833 98.6 %
Missing 12 1.4
Total 845 100.0 % (1.4% missing)
Note:  This question did not appear in surveys prior to 2012. Thus, there is no table to show trends.
Table 29.2. Development of Natural Resources, 2012
Question 29.2. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following statement:



































disagree 23 2.7 % 0.00 2.9 %
Disagree 49 5.8 1.00 6.2
Neither agree
nor disagree
163 19.3 1.50 20.7
Agree 351 41.5 2.00 44.7
Strongly agree 200 23.7 3.00 25.4
Don't know 46 5.4
Total valid 832 98.5 %
Missing 13 1.5
Total 845 100.0 % (1.5% missing)
Note:  This question did not appear in surveys prior to 2012. Thus, there is no table to show trends.
Table 29.3. Business Development of High Tech., Manufacturing, and Aerospace, 2012
Question 29.3. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following statement:



























No 465 55.0 % 0.00 62.4 %
Yes 280 33.1 1.00 37.6
Total valid 745 88.2 %
Missing 100 11.8
Total 845 100.0 %
0.94
Response Value
No 45 5.3 % 0.00 6.3 %
Yes 671 79.4 1.00 93.7
Total valid 716 84.7 %
Missing 129 15.3
Total 845 100.0 %
0.40
Response Value
No 333 39.4 % 0.00 59.6 %
Yes 226 26.7 1.00 40.4
Total valid 559 66.2 %
Missing 286 33.8








I plan to use this service in the future.
(11.8% missing)
Table 30.1a. Use and Awareness of Ambulance Services, 2012
Question 30.1.  For the emergency services listed below, please indicate whether you have used the service, 











I have used this service.

























I have used this service.
Response 2011 2012
No 58.5 % 62.4 % 6.7 %
Yes 41.5 37.6 -9.5
I am aware of this service.
Response 2011 2012
No 13.1 % 6.3 % -52.0 %
Yes 86.9 93.7 7.8
I plan to use this service in the future.
Response 2011 2012
No 64.6 % 59.6 % -7.8 %
Yes 35.4 40.4 14.3
* These questions were added to  the survey in 2011.
Percent responding Percent change 
from 2011–2012:
Percent responding Percent change 
from 2011–2012:
Table 30.1b. Use and Awareness of Ambulance Services: 
Trends 2011–2012*
Question 30.1.  For the emergency services listed below, please 
indicate whether you have used the service, whether you are 
aware of the service, and whether you plan to use the service in the 
future:









No 545 64.5 % 0.00 76.8 %
Yes 165 19.5 1.00 23.2
Total valid 710 84.0 %
Missing 135 16.0
Total 845 100.0 %
0.92
Response Value
No 57 6.7 % 0.00 7.5 %
Yes 698 82.6 1.00 92.5
Total valid 755 89.3 %
Missing 90 10.7
Total 845 100.0 %
0.37
Response Value
No 346 40.9 % 0.00 62.7 %
Yes 206 24.4 1.00 37.3
Total valid 552 65.3 %
Missing 293 34.7
Total 845 100.0 % (34.7% missing)
(10.7% missing)

















Table 30.2a. Use and Awareness of Fire Department Services, 2012
Question 30.2. For the emergency services listed below, please indicate whether you have used the service, 
whether you are aware of the service, and whether you plan to use the service in the future:
Fire Department Service

























I have used this service.
Response 2011 2012
No 71.3 % 76.8 % 7.7 %
Yes 28.7 23.2 -19.1
I am aware of this service.
Response 2011 2012
No 15.6 % 7.5 % -51.5 %
Yes 84.4 92.5 9.5
I plan to use this service in the future.
Response 2011 2012
No 67.3 % 62.7 % -6.9 %
Yes 32.7 37.3 14.3
* These questions were added to  the survey in 2011.
Percent responding Percent change 
from 2011–2012:
Table 30.2b. Use and Awareness of Fire Department Services: 
Trends 2011–2012*
Question 30.2.  For the emergency services listed below, please indicate 
whether you have used the service, whether you are aware of the service, and 
whether you plan to use the service in the future:
Fire Department Service
Percent responding Percent change 
from 2011–2012:







No 600 71.0 % 0.00 88.4 %
Yes 79 9.3 1.00 11.6
Total valid 679 80.4 %
Missing 166 19.6
Total 845 100.0 %
0.83
Response Value
No 124 14.7 % 0.00 16.6 %
Yes 621 73.5 1.00 83.4
Total valid 745 88.2 %
Missing 100 11.8
Total 845 100.0 %
0.30
Response Value
No 378 44.7 % 0.00 70.3 %
Yes 160 18.9 1.00 29.7
Total valid 538 63.7 %
Missing 307 36.3
Total 845 100.0 % (36.3% missing)
(11.8% missing)

















Table 30.3a. Use and Awareness of Rescue Services, 2012
Question 30.3. For the emergency services listed below, please indicate whether you have used the service, 
whether you are aware of the service, and whether you plan to use the service in the future:
Rescue Service

























I have used this service.
Response 2011 2012
No 82.7 % 88.4 % 6.9 %
Yes 17.3 11.6 -32.9
I am aware of this service.
Response 2011 2012
No 25.1 % 16.6 % -33.7 %
Yes 74.9 83.4 11.3
I plan to use this service in the future.
Response 2011 2012
No 73.9 % 70.3 % -4.9 %
Yes 26.1 29.7 13.8
* These questions were added to  the survey in 2011.
Percent responding Percent change 
from 2011–2012:
Table 30.3b. Use and Awareness of Rescue Services: 
Trends 2011–2012*
Question 30.3.  For the emergency services listed below, please 
indicate whether you have used the service, whether you are 
aware of the service, and whether you plan to use the service in the 
future:
Percent responding Percent change 
from 2011–2012:








No 591 69.9 % 0.00 87.0 %
Yes 88 10.4 1.00 13.0
Total valid 679 80.4 %
Missing 166 19.6
Total 845 100.0 %
0.45
Response Value
No 414 49.0 % 0.00 54.6 %
Yes 344 40.7 1.00 45.4
Total valid 758 89.7 %
Missing 87 10.3
Total 845 100.0 %
0.34
Response Value
No 359 42.5 % 0.00 65.9 %
Yes 186 22.0 1.00 34.1
Total valid 545 64.5 %
Missing 300 35.5
Total 845 100.0 % (35.5% missing)
(10.3% missing)

















Table 30.4a. Use and Awareness of Prevention or Preparedness Programs, 2012
Question 30.4. For the emergency services listed below, please indicate whether you have used the service, 
whether you are aware of the service, and whether you plan to use the service in the future:
Prevention or Preparedness Program

























I have used this service.
Response 2011 2012
No 83.6 % 87.0 % 4.1 %
Yes 16.4 13.0 -21.0
I am aware of this service.
Response 2011 2012
No 61.6 % 54.6 % -11.3 %
Yes 38.4 45.4 18.1
I plan to use this service in the future.
Response 2011 2012
No 73.5 % 65.9 % -10.3 %
Yes 26.5 34.1 28.6
* These questions were added to  the survey in 2011.
Percent responding Percent change 
from 2011–2012:
Table 30.4b. Use and Awareness of Prevention or 
Preparedness Programs: Trends 2011–2012*
Question 30.4.  For the emergency services listed below, please 
indicate whether you have used the service, whether you are 
aware of the service, and whether you plan to use the service in the 
future:
Percent responding Percent change 
from 2011–2012:








No 619 73.3 % 0.00 90.0 %
Yes 69 8.2 1.00 10.0
Total valid 688 81.4 %
Missing 157 18.6
Total 845 100.0 %
0.29
Response Value
No 537 63.6 % 0.00 70.7 %
Yes 223 26.4 1.00 29.3
Total valid 760 89.9 %
Missing 85 10.1
Total 845 100.0 %
0.26
Response Value
No 409 48.4 % 0.00 73.8 %
Yes 145 17.2 1.00 26.2
Total valid 554 65.6 %
Missing 291 34.4
Total 845 100.0 % (34.4% missing)
(10.1% missing)

















Table 30.5a. Use and Awareness of Lectures on Local Emergency Services, 2012
Question 30.5. For the emergency services listed below, please indicate whether you have used the service, 
whether you are aware of the service, and whether you plan to use the service in the future:
Lecture or programs detailing the operations of local emergency services

























I have used this service.
Response 2011 2012
No 85.8 % 90.0 % 4.8 %
Yes 14.2 10.0 -29.3
I am aware of this service.
Response 2011 2012
No 71.8 % 70.7 % -1.6 %
Yes 28.2 29.3 4.0
I plan to use this service in the future.
Response 2011 2012
No 78.9 % 73.8 % -6.4 %
Yes 21.1 26.2 23.9
* These questions were added to the survey in 2011.
Percent responding Percent change 
from 2011–2012:
Table 30.5b. Use and Awareness of Lectures on Local Emergency 
Services: Trends 2011–2012*
Question 30.5.  For the emergency services listed below, please indicate 
whether you have used the service, whether you are aware of the service, and 
whether you plan to use the service in the future:
Lecture or programs detailing the operations of local emergency services
Percent responding Percent change 
from 2011–2012:








No 595 70.4 % 0.00 85.6 %
Yes 100 11.8 1.00 14.4
Total valid 695 82.2 %
Missing 150 17.8
Total 845 100.0 %
0.37
Response Value
No 477 56.4 % 0.00 63.4 %
Yes 275 32.5 1.00 36.6
Total valid 752 89.0 %
Missing 93 11.0
Total 845 100.0 %
0.34
Response Value
No 372 44.0 % 0.00 65.7 %
Yes 194 23.0 1.00 34.3
Total valid 566 67.0 %
Missing 279 33.0
Total 845 100.0 % (33% missing)
(11% missing)

















Table 30.6a. Use and Awareness of Open Houses at Emergency Stations, 2012
Question 30.6. For the emergency services listed below, please indicate whether you have used the service, 
whether you are aware of the service, and whether you plan to use the service in the future:
Open House at an emergency station


























I have used this service.
Response 2011 2012  
No 81.6 % 85.6 % 4.9 %  
Yes 18.4 14.4 -21.8
I am aware of this service.
Response 2011 2012
No 63.2 % 63.4 % 0.3 %
Yes 36.8 36.6 -0.5
I plan to use this service in the future.
Response 2011 2012
No 72.5 % 65.7 % -9.3 %
Yes 27.5 34.3 24.6
* These questions were added to  the survey in 2011.
Percent responding Percent change 
from 2011–2012:
Table 30.6b. Use and Awareness of Open Houses at 
Emergency Stations: Trends 2011–2012*
Question 30.6.  For the emergency services listed below, please 
indicate whether you have used the service, whether you are 
aware of the service, and whether you plan to use the service in the 
future:
Percent responding Percent change 
from 2011–2012:








No 438 51.8 % 0.00 62.1 %
Yes 267 31.6 1.00 37.9
Total valid 705 83.4 %
Missing 140 16.6
Total 845 100.0 %
0.62
Response Value
No 282 33.4 % 0.00 37.9 %
Yes 462 54.7 1.00 62.1
Total valid 744 88.0 %
Missing 101 12.0
Total 845 100.0 %
0.56
Response Value
No 263 31.1 % 0.00 44.1 %
Yes 334 39.5 1.00 55.9
Total valid 597 70.7 %
Missing 248 29.3
Total 845 100.0 % (29.3% missing)
(12% missing)

















Table 30.7a. Use and Awareness of CPR and First Aid Training, 2012
Question 30.7. For the emergency services listed below, please indicate whether you have used the service, 
whether you are aware of the service, and whether you plan to use the service in the future:
Training in CPR, First Aid, or other emergency skills

























I have used this service.
Response 2011 2012
No 63.8 % 62.1 % -2.6 %
Yes 36.2 37.9 4.6
I am aware of this service.
Response 2011 2012
No 40.7 % 37.9 % -7.0 %
Yes 59.3 62.1 4.8
I plan to use this service in the future.
Response 2011 2012
No 52.7 % 44.1 % -16.4 %
Yes 47.3 55.9 18.2
* These questions were added to  the survey in 2011.
Percent responding Percent change 
from 2011–2012:
Table 30.7b. Use and Awareness of CPR and First Aid 
Training: Trends 2011–2012*
Question 30.7.  For the emergency services listed below, please 
indicate whether you have used the service, whether you are 
aware of the service, and whether you plan to use the service in the 
future:
Percent responding Percent change 
from 2011–2012:

















disagree 22 2.6 % 0.00 2.7 %
Disagree 155 18.3 1.00 19.0
Neither agree
nor disagree
171 20.2 1.50 21.0
Agree 386 45.7 2.00 47.4
Strongly agree 80 9.5 3.00 9.8
Don't know 19 2.2
Total valid 833 98.6 %
Missing 12 1.4
Total 845 100.0 % (1.4% missing)
Table 31.1a. Household Preparation for Disaster, 2012
Question 31.1. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2011 1,097 2.1 % 18.2 % 20.9 % 47.4 % 11.4 % 1.79
2012 814 2.7 19.0 21.0  47.4 9.8 1.75
-2.2 %
*This question was added to  the survey in 2011.
Agree
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:
Table 31.1a. Household Preparation for Disaster: Trends 2011–2012*
Question 31.1. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
My household is prepared for a natural or man-made disaster.
Strongly 
agree






























disagree 9 1.1 % 0.00 1.1 %
Disagree 41 4.9 1.00 4.9
Neither agree
nor disagree
66 7.8 1.50 7.9
Agree 526 62.2 2.00 63.3
Strongly agree 189 22.4 3.00 22.7
Don't know 5 0.6
Total valid 836 98.9 %
Missing 9 1.1
Total 845 100.0 % (1.1% missing)
Table 31.2a. Home Clear of Wildfire Hazards, 2012
Question 31.2. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2011 1,118 0.6 % 6.0 % 8.0 % 60.6 % 24.8 % 2.14
2012 831 1.1 4.9 7.9 63.3 22.7 2.12
-0.9 %
*This question was added to  the survey in 2011.
Agree
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:
Table 31.2b. Home Clear of Wildfire Hazards: Trends 2011–2012*
Question 31.2. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
I keep the area around my home clear of wildfire hazards.
Strongly 
agree





























disagree 16 1.9 % 0.00 1.9 %
Disagree 129 15.3 1.00 15.6
Neither agree
nor disagree
94 11.1 1.50 11.4
Agree 474 56.1 2.00 57.3
Strongly agree 114 13.5 3.00 13.8
Don't know 5 0.6
Total valid 832 98.5 %
Missing 13 1.5
Total 845 100.0 % (1.5% missing)
Table 31.3a. Disaster Supplies Set Aside, 2012
Question 31.3. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2011 1,122 1.6 % 17.4 % 12.4 % 53.5 % 15.2 % 1.88
2012 827 1.9 15.6 11.4 57.3 13.8 1.89
0.5 %
*This question was added to  the survey in 2011.
Agree
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:
Table 31.3b. Disaster Supplies Set Aside: Trends 2011–2012*
Question 31.3. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
I have supplies set aside in my home for use in case of a disaster.
Strongly 
agree





























disagree 22 2.6 % 0.00 2.8 %
Disagree 180 21.3 1.00 23.2
Neither agree
nor disagree
217 25.7 1.50 27.9
Agree 292 34.6 2.00 37.6
Strongly agree 66 7.8 3.00 8.5
Don't know 44 5.2
Total valid 821 97.2 %
Missing 24 2.8
Total 845 100.0 % (2.8% missing)
Table 31.4a. Independence from Others in a Disaster, 2012
Question 31.4. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2011 1,080 3.9 % 23.2 % 27.9 % 33.7 % 11.3 % 1.66
2012 777 2.8 23.2 27.9 37.6 8.5 1.66
0.0 %




Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:
Note:  In 2011, this question w as w orded as "In the event of a disaster I and my 
family w ill be dependent of others for assistance." It w as rew orded in 2012 to 
remove ambiguity.  Results from 2011 show n above have been reverse-coded.
Table 31.4b. Independence from Others in a Disaster: Trends 2011–2012*
Question 31.4. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
In the event of a disaster I and my family will be independent of others for assistance.
Strongly 
agree

































disagree 10 1.2 % 0.00 1.3 %
Disagree 67 7.9 1.00 8.9
Neither agree
nor disagree
243 28.8 1.50 32.4
Agree 332 39.3 2.00 44.3
Strongly agree 97 11.5 3.00 13.0
Don't know 85 10.1
Total valid 834 98.7 %
Missing 11 1.3
Total 845 100.0 % (1.3% missing)
Table 31.5a. Borough Vulnerability to Disaster, 2012
Question 31.5. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2011 1,027 2.5 % 11.9 % 31.5 % 40.8 % 13.2 % 1.81
2012 749 1.3 8.9 32.4 44.3 13.0 1.85
2.2 %
*This question was added to  the survey in 2011.
Agree
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:
Table 31.5b. Borough Vulnerability to Disaster: Trends 2011–2012*
Question 31.5. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
I believe the borough is vulnerable to a natural or man-made disaster.
Strongly 
agree

































disagree 61 7.2 % 0.00 7.6 %
Disagree 247 29.2 1.00 30.6
Neither agree
nor disagree
257 30.4 1.50 31.8
Agree 209 24.7 2.00 25.9
Strongly agree 33 3.9 3.00 4.1
Don't know 23 2.7
Total valid 830 98.2 %
Missing 15 1.8
Total 845 100.0 % (1.8% missing)
Table 31.6a. Borough Government Responsibility for Preparing Residents for Disasters, 2012
Question 31.6. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2011 1,105 11.1 % 30.5 % 29.8 % 23.0 % 5.6 % 1.38
2012 807 7.6 30.6 31.8 25.9 4.1 1.42
2.9 %
*This question was added to the survey in 2011.
Agree
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:
Table 31.6b. Borough Government Responsibility for Preparing Residents for Disasters: Trends 2011–2012*
Question 31.6. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
I believe the borough government is responsible for preparing residents for disasters.
Strongly 
agree



























disagree 4 0.5 % 0.00 .5 %
Disagree 6 0.7 1.00 .7
Neither agree
nor disagree
44 5.2 1.50 5.3
Agree 473 56.0 2.00 57.1
Strongly agree 301 35.6 3.00 36.4
Don't know 6 0.7
Total valid 834 98.7 %
Missing 11 1.3
Total 845 100.0 % (1.3% missing)
Table 31.7a. Personal Responsibility of Residents in Preparing for Disasters, 2012
Question 31.7. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2011 1,128  0.5 % 0.9 % 5.4 % 53.5 % 39.7 % 2.35
2012 828 0.5  0.7 5.3 57.1 36.4 2.32
-1.3 %
*This question was added to  the survey in 2011.
Agree
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:
Table 31.7b. Personal Responsibility of Residents in Preparing for Disasters: Trends 2011–2012*
Question 31.7. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
I believe residents should take personal responsibility in preparing for disasters.
Strongly 
agree































disagree 66 7.8 % 0.00 13.1 %
Disagree 159 18.8 1.00 31.7
Neither agree
nor disagree
215 25.4 1.50 42.8
Agree 50 5.9 2.00 10.0
Strongly agree 12 1.4 3.00 2.4
Don't know 327 38.7
Total valid 829 98.1 %
Missing 16 1.9
Total 845 100.0 % (1.9% missing)
Table 31.8a. Borough Preparation for a Pandemic, 2012
Question 31.8. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2011 746 10.9 % 28.0 % 46.4 % 12.1 % 2.7 % 1.30
2012 502 13.1 31.7 42.8 10.0 2.4 1.23
-5.4 %
*This question was added to  the survey in 2011.
Agree
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:
Table 31.8b. Borough Preparation for a Pandemic: Trends 2011–2012*
Question 31.8. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
I believe the borough is prepared for an outbreak of Pandemic (influenza) disease.
Strongly 
agree






























disagree 65 7.7 % 0.00 12.1 %
Disagree 152 18.0 1.00 28.4
Neither agree
nor disagree
195 23.1 1.50 36.4
Agree 109 12.9 2.00 20.3
Strongly agree 15 1.8 3.00 2.8
Don't know 296 35.0
Total valid 832 98.5 %
Missing 13 1.5
Total 845 100.0 % (1.5% missing)
Table 31.9a. Recovery of Borough from Widespread Disaster, 2012
Question 31.9. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:





















2011 790 10.6 % 22.5 % 46.1 % 18.6 % 2.2 % 1.35
2012 536 12.1 28.4 36.4 20.3 2.8 1.32
-2.2 %
*This question was added to  the survey in 2011.
Agree
Percent change in average rating from 2011–2012:
Table 31.9b. Recovery of Borough from Widespread Disaster: Trends 2011–2012*
Question 31.9. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:
I believe the borough is prepared to recover from a widespread disaster.
Strongly 
agree






































More  women  than  men  returned  questionnaires  (53%  female,  47%  male,  with  34  people 
declining  to  answer  the  gender  question).    The  genders  were  more  evenly  balanced  compared  to 
previous  years  of  the  Mat‐Su  Survey.    The  majority  of  respondents  were  white  (92%),  with  Alaska 
Natives and American Indians comprising about three percent of the sample.   Close to six percent self‐




Most  respondents were married  (72%), and  the  typical household  included between  two and 
three people, but not quite one child.   Families with children had an average of 1.6 of  those children 
enrolled  in Mat‐Su  Borough  School District  schools.  The most  typical  level  of  education  reported  by 
respondents was “some college, no degree”  (33%), while  roughly equal numbers of  respondents  (19‐
20%) said they had a high school degree or equivalent or a bachelor’s degree.  Consistent with previous 
years, about 12 percent of  respondents had earned a graduate degree.   About one‐quarter  (26%) of 




Eighty‐eight percent of  survey  respondents owned  their own home, which  is  likely  valued  at 
$200,000 or more, and only 13 percent had a second home outside the Borough.  Eighty percent stated 
that  their  address  is  posted  for  emergency  responders.  This  represents  an  overall  increase  of  eight 
percent since 2008, when only 72 percent of survey takers reported visibly posting their street address.  
The average  respondent has  lived  in  the Borough  for  just over 18 years; since 2008,  length of 
residency has  increased from 16 years.   Respondents, on average, have  lived  in their current home for 
eleven  years,  though  slightly over one‐third  (35%) have  lived  in  their  current home  for  five or  fewer 












Under 25 years old 16 1.9 %
25–34 years old 95 11.2
35–44 years old 123 14.6
45–54 years old 185 21.9
55–64 years old 225 26.6
65 years old and over 140 16.6
Total responses 784 92.8 %
Missing 61 7.2
Total 845 100.0 % (7.2% missing)
Table 32a. Respondent Background — Age, 2012
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Average age 45.88 years 50.34 years 50.33 years 51.49 years 51.95 years 13.2 %
Under 25 years old 8.8 % 6.6 % 1.9 % 3.2 % 1.9 % -78.5 %
25–34 years old 14.0 12.0 14.2 12.7 11.2 -19.7
35–44 years old 18.1 17.7 17.0 16.6 14.6 -19.6
45–54 years old 25.7 25.4 26.8 22.7 21.9 -14.8
55–64 years old 21.8 23.8 25.1 24.0 26.6 22.1
65 years old and over 11.6 14.5 14.9 20.8 16.6 42.8
Table 32b. Respondent Background — Age: Trends 2008–2012
Question 32. How old were you on your last b irthday?
Percent responding Percent change 

















Female 430 50.9 %
Male 381 45.1
Total valid 811 96.0 %
Missing 34 4.0
Total 845 100.0 % (4% missing)
Table 33a. Respondent Background — Gender, 2012









Female 59.2 % 58.7 % 56.0 % 57.7 % 53.0 % -10.5 %
Male 40.8 41.3 44.0 42.3 47.0 15.2
Table 33b. Respondent Background —Gender: Trends 2008–2012
Question 33. What is your gender?
Percent responding Percent change 










Married 612 72.4 %
Divorced 95 11.2
Single, never married 65 7.7
Widow ed 29 3.4
Separated 11 1.3
Total responses 812 96.1 %
Missing 33 3.9
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 34a. Respondent Background — Marital Status, 2012


















Married 72.1 % 76.0 % 75.3 % 73.4 % 75.1 % 4.2 %
Divorced 12.8 12.0 10.8 11.3 11.7 -8.6
Single, never married 9.1 7.5 7.6 8.9 8.0 -12.1  
Widow ed 4.1 3.8 4.7 5.5 3.6 -12.2
Separated 1.8 0.7 1.7 0.8 1.3 -27.8
Table 34b. Respondent Background — Marital Status: Trends 2008–2012
2011 2012
Question 34. What is your martial status?
Percent responding Percent change 














Less than a high school diploma 17 2.0 %
High school diploma or equivalent 166 19.6
Some college, no degree 268 31.7
Associates or other 2-year degree 103 12.2
Bachelor's degree 157 18.6
Graduate degree 100 11.8
Total responses 811 96.0 %
Missing 34 4.0
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 35a. Respondent Background — Education, 2012
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Less than a high school diploma 2.5 % 2.2 % 1.7 % 3.2 % 2.1 % -16.0 %
High school diploma or equivalent 20.6 18.7 20.4 19.0 20.5 -0.5
Some college, no degree 35.9 35.1 30.1 33.3 33.0 -8.1
Associates or other 2-year degree 13.0 13.0 13.8 12.1 12.7 -2.3
Bachelor's degree 16.8 19.3 21.5 19.1 19.4 15.5
Graduate degree 11.2 11.6 12.5 13.2 12.3 9.8
Table 35b. Respondent Background — Education: Trends 2008–2012
























Yes 47 5.6 %
No 749 88.6
Total valid 796 94.2 %
Missing 49 5.8
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 36a. Respondent Background — Hispanic or Latino/a Origin, 2012










Yes 4.4 % 5.5 % 2.9 % 4.5 % 5.9 % 34.1 %  †
No 95.6 94.5 97.1 95.5 94.1 -1.6
          †  Large changes should be interpreted with extreme caution because of the small base numbers. 
Percent responding Percent change 
from 2008–2012:
Table 36b. Respondent Background — Hispanic or Latino/a Origin: 
Trends 2008–2012
Question 36. Are you of Hispanic or Latino/a background or origin ?


















White or Caucasian 717 84.9 %
Alaska Native or American 
Indian 28 3.3
Asian 7 0.8
Native Haw aiian, Samoan, 
or Pacif ic Islander 2 0.2
Black or African American 1 0.1
Other 26 3.1
Total responses 781 92.4 %
Missing 64 7.6
Total 845 100.0 % (7.6% missing)
Table 37a. Respondent Background — Race/Ethnicity, 2012
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White or Caucasian 89.7 % 90.2 90.3 % 91.7 % 91.8 % 2.3 %
Alaska Native or American 
Indian 5.1  3.5  4.4  3.6  3.6  -29.4 †
Asian 0.9 1.1 0.9 0.8 0.9 0.0
Native Haw aiian, Samoan, 
or Pacif ic Islander 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.3 -25.0 †
Black or African American 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.2 0.1 -80.0 †
Other 3.3 4.3 3.7 3.5 3.3 0.0
          †  Large changes should be interpreted with extreme caution because of the small base numbers. 
Table 37b. Respondent Background — Race/Ethnicity: Trends 2008–2011
Question 37. What race or ethnicity would you say best  describes you?
Percent responding Percent change 









Less than $20,000 57 6.7 %
$20,000 to $34,999 73 8.6
$35,000 to $49,999 91 10.8
$50,000 to $74,999 164 19.4
$75,000 to $99,999 138 16.3
$100,000 to $124,999 102 12.1
$125,000 to $149,999 40 4.7
$150,000 or more 55 6.5
Total responses 720 85.2 %
Missing 125 14.8
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 38a. Respondent Background — Household Income, 2012
























Less than $20,000 9.0 % 7.7 % 7.1 % 11.4 % 7.9 % -12.2 %
$20,000 to $34,999 10.5 10.0 11.3 10.5 10.1 -3.8
$35,000 to $49,999 12.9 15.4 12.1 13.9 12.6 -2.3
$50,000 to $74,999 25.7 22.5 22.5 24.0 22.8 -11.3
$75,000 to $99,999 17.8 19.2 19.6 15.9 19.2 7.9
$100,000 or more 24.2 25.2 27.3 24.4 27.4 13.2
$100,000 to $124,999 ------ ------ ------ ------ 14.2 % ------
$125,000 to $149,999 ------ ------ ------ ------ 5.6 ------
$150,000 or more ------ ------ ------ ------ 7.6 ------
Table 38b. Respondent Background — Household Income: Trends 2008–2012
Question 38. What is your best estimate of your total household income from last year?
Percent responding Percent change 











1 person 106 12.5 %
2 people 347 41.1
3 people 132 15.6
4 people 119 14.1
5 people 51 6.0
6 people 28 3.3
7 people or more 20 2.4
Total responses 803 95.0 %
Missing 42 5.0
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 39a. Respondent Background — Number of People in Household, 2012



















7 people or more
Frequency
Response
Average 2.85 people 2.95 people 2.85 people 2.76 people 2.80 people -1.8 %
1 person 12.9 % 12.2 % 12.8 % 15.2 % 13.2 % 2.3 %
2 people 40.8 42.1 40.3 43.2 43.2 5.9
3 people 18.6 17.4 18.8 15.5 16.4 -11.8
4 people 14.3 13.7 16.1 13.1 14.8 3.5
5 people 7.2 8.9 6.7 7.1 6.4 -11.1
6 people 3.7 3.5 2.9 3.7 3.5 -5.4
7 people or more 2.5 2.2 2.3 2.3 2.5 0.0
Table 39b. Respondent Background — Number of People in Household: Trends 2008–2012
Question 39. Including yourself, how many people live in your household?











0 children 462 54.7 %
1 child 97 11.5
2 children 108 12.8
3 children 35 4.1
4 children 22 2.6
5 children or more 10 1.2
Total responses 734 86.9 %
Missing 111 13.1
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 40a. Respondent Background — Number of Minor Children in Household, 2012

















5 children or more
Frequency
Response
Average 0.83 children 0.77 children 0.75 children 0.71 children 0.77 children -7.2 %
0 children 60.1 % 62.4 % 62.7 % 64.9 % 62.9 % 4.7 %
1 child 15.8 14.4 14.7 13.9 13.2 -16.5
2 children 13.4 12.3 14.2 12.1 14.7 9.7
3 children 5.9 7.3 5.3 5.4 4.8 -18.6
4 children 2.8 2.6 1.3 2.4 3.0 7.1
5 children or more 2.0 1.0 2.0 1.3 1.4 -30.0
Table 40b. Respondent Background — Number of Minor Children in Household: Trends 2008–2012
Question 40. How many children under the age of 18 currently live in your home?
Percent responding Percent change 












0 children 76 27.9 %
1 child 72 26.5
2 children 83 30.5
3 children 25 9.2
4 children 7 2.6
5 children or more 4 1.5
Total responses 267 98.2 %
Missing 5 1.8
Total 272 100.0 %
* Only the answers from respondents who reported having children under the age of 18 living in their homes (see Table 40a.) are included in 
this table.
Table 41a. Respondent Background — Number of Children in
Mat-Su Borough School District Schools, 2012

















5 children or more
Frequency
Response
Average 1.35 children 1.35 children 1.32 children 1.29 children 1.60 children 18.5 %
0 children 29.5 % 25.8 % 27.6 % 29.8 % 28.5 % -3.4 %
1 child 31.7 35.6 33.9 27.4 27.0 -14.8
2 children 22.6 23.1 24.8 31.1 31.1 37.6
3 children 11.1 11.1 8.8 8.5 9.4 -15.3
4 children 2.7 3.0 3.4 2.1 2.6 -3.7
5 children or more 2.4 1.4 1.6 1.1 1.5 -37.5
* Only the answers from respondents who reported having children under the age of 18 living in their homes (see Table 40a.) are included in this table.
Table 41b. Respondent Background — Number of Children in
Mat-Su Borough School District Schools: Trends 2008–2012
Question 41. How many of your children currently attend Mat-Su Borough School District schools?*
Percent responding Percent change 











Employed, full-time 350 41.4 %
Retired 168 19.9
Self-employed, full-time 87 10.3
Employed, part-time 69 8.2
Full-time homemaker 60 7.1
Disabled, unable to w ork 30 3.6
Unemployed, looking for w ork 20 2.4
Unemployed, not looking for w ork 12 1.4
Full-time student 8 0.9
Total responses 804 95.1 %
Missing 41 4.9
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 42a. Respondent Background — Employment Status, 2012




















Disabled, unable to work
Unemployed, looking for work




Employed, full-time 44.9 % 43.6 % 46.5 % 41.0 % 43.5 % -3.1 %
Retired 16.0 18.3 16.5 22.8 20.9 30.6
Self-employed, full-time 14.7 12.4 11.3 11.1 10.8 -26.5
Employed, part-time 7.3 8.2 9.5 8.1 8.6 17.8
Full-time homemaker 9.1 8.6 7.5 9.2 7.5 -17.6
Disabled, unable to w ork 3.8 3.2 3.5 3.4 3.7 -2.6
Unemployed, looking for w ork 1.9 3.2 3.0 2.6 2.5 31.6
Unemployed, not looking for w ork 1.1 1.2 1.6 0.7 1.5 36.4
Full-time student 1.2 1.2 0.7 1.1 1.0 -16.7
Table 42b. Respondent Background — Employment Status: Trends 2008–2012
2011 2012











Education, Training, and Library Occupations 4.7 % 5.3 % 5.4 % 13.8 %
Construction Occupations 5.1  3.5 5.0 -1.8
Community and Social Services Occupations 1.3 1.9 3.7 185.9  
Office and Administrative Support Occupations 3.9 5.1 3.7 -4.7
Transportation and Material Moving Occupations 1.5 2.7 3.6 145.4  
Sales and Related Occupations 4.1 4.1 3.1 -23.6
Personal Care and Service Occupations 0.9 1.5 2.8 195.0  
Healthcare Support Occupations 1.4 1.9 2.7 95.6  
Management Occupations 3.8 2.0 2.7 -28.9
Business and Financial Operations Occupations 2.6 3.4 2.5 -3.4
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations 2.8 2.7 2.2 -22.7
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations 1.8 2.0 2.2 21.4
Computer and Mathematical Occupations 0.3 0.9 1.9 634.0  
Extraction Occupations 1.2 1.3 1.7  40.7  
Architecture and Engineering Occupations 1.4  1.4  1.4 1.4
Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations 0.9 0.9 1.4 47.5  
Protective Service Occupations 1.3 1.8 1.1 -15.0
Life, Physical, and Social Science Occupations 0.9 1.2 0.7  -26.2
Military Specif ic Occupations 0.4 1.2  0.7 62.3  
Production Occupations 1.0 1.6 0.7 -32.4
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry Occupations 0.7 0.8 0.6 -13.1
Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations 1.2 1.4 0.6 -50.3
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media Occupations 1.5 0.3 0.5 -65.9
Legal Occupations 0.7 0.5 0.4 -42.1
Not enough information given by respondent to classify 1.6 2.2 3.4 118.9
Total responses 47.0 % 51.4 % 54.7 %
Missing 53.0 48.6 45.3
Total 100.0 % 100.0 % 100.0 %
† Changes in this table should be interpreted with extreme caution because the base numbers are very small.
Table 43a. Respondent Background — Type of Employment, 2010-2012*
Question 43a. If you are employed: What type of work do you do?
* The categories used in this table correspond to  the Standard Occupational Classification major groups used by the 
U.S. Department o f Labor, with the exception of "Construction Occupations" and "Extraction Occupations," which 

















Mat-Su Borough 72.6 % 71.1 % 66.5 % 67.8 % 68.7 % -5.4 %
Wasilla 41.0 34.5 34.5 29.1 41.2 0.5
Palmer 23.3 27.7 23.5 28.0 22.1 -5.2
Willow 2.1 1.1 3.1 2.0 1.8 -15.8
Big Lake 1.7 1.1 1.9 3.2 1.4 -19.9  
Talkeetna 3.1 3.2 3.1 3.7 0.7 -77.5 †
Sutton 0.6 1.5 0.0 0.9 0.5 -14.2
Trapper Creek 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.5 ------
Houston 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.9 0.5 ------
Skwentna 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ------
Elsewhere in MSB 0.6 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 ------
    
Anchorage 23.7 24.9 25.2 28.3 28.0 18.2
Elsew here in Alaska 3.5 3.5 8.1 3.4 3.0 -14.2  
Out of State 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.5 0.5 ------
n 781 538 757 534 439
Table 43b. Respondent Background — Zip Code of Place of Employment, 2008-2012
Question 43b. If you are employed: What is the zip code where you work?
2011

















Yes 99 11.7 %
No 170 20.1
Total valid 269 31.8 %
Missing 576 68.2
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 44a. Respondent Background — Business Ownership, 2012
Frequency Percentage
(68.2% missing)
Question 44. If you are currently self-employed, do you own a business in the Mat-Su Borough ?
11.7
20.1





Yes 36.6 % 33.7 % 30.6 % 31.9 % 36.8 % 0.5 %
No 63.4 66.3 69.4 68.1 63.2 -0.3
Percent responding Percent change 
from 2008–2012:
Table 44b. Respondent Background — Business Ownership: 
Question 44. If you are currently self-employed, do you own a business in the Mat-
Su Borough ?
 Trends 2008–2012











Ow n 710 84.0 %
Rent 95 11.2
Total valid 805 95.3 %
Missing 40 4.7
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 45a. Respondent Background — Home Ownership, 2012










Ow n 89.5 % 92.0 % 88.8 % 88.7 % 88.2 % -1.5 %




Table 45b. Respondent Background — Home Ownership: 
Question 45. Do you own your home or do you rent?
Trends 2008-2012














Less than $100,000 40 4.7 %
$100,000 to $149,999 74 8.8
$150,000 to $199,999 142 16.8
$200,000 to $249,999 134 15.9
$250,000 to $299,999 106 12.5
$300,000 to $349,999 73 8.6
$350,000 to $399,999 38 4.5
$400,000 or more 53 6.3
Total responses 660 78.1 %
Missing 185 21.9
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 46a. Respondent Background — Value of Home, 2012






















Less than $75,000* 4.7 % 5.8 % 7.3 % 5.3 % ------  ------  
Less than $100,000 6.1 %
$75,000 to $124,999* 7.5 8.0 6.6 7.2 ------ ------
$100,000 to $149,000 11.2
$125,000 to $199,999 29.2 27.1 28.4 27.7 ------ ------
$150,000 to $199,999* 21.5
$200,000 to $299,999* 36.0 37.2 36.8 35.5 36.4 1.1 %
$200,000 to $249,999 20.3
$250,000 to $299,999 16.1
$300,000 or more* 22.7 21.9 20.9 24.3 24.9 9.7
$300,000 to $349,999 11.1
$350,000 to $399,999 5.8
$400,000 or more 8.0
* These categories for home value were created when the survey was first administered in 2006.  They have been 
modified and expanded to  better measure home values at the high end of the scale. 
2008 2009 2010
Table 46b. Respondent Background — Value of Home: Trends 2008–2012
Question 46. What is your best estimate of your home's current market value?











Yes 657 77.8 %
No 166 19.6
Total valid 823 97.4 %
Missing 22 2.6
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 47a. Respondent Background — Posting of Residential Address for First 
Responders, 2012
Question 47. Whether you own or rent your home, is your address number posted where it can 










Yes 71.7 % 75.9 % 77.6 % 77.3 % 79.8 % 11.3 %
No 28.3 24.1 22.4 22.7 20.2 -28.6
Percent change 
from 2008–2012:
Table 47b. Respondent Background — Posting of Residential Address 
for First Responders: Trends 2008–2012
Question 47. Whether you own or rent your home, is your address number posted 
where it can be seen by first responders in case of an emergency?
Percent responding



















Yes 11 1.3 %
No 810 95.9
Total valid 821 97.2 %
Missing 24 2.8
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 48a. Respondent Background — Condominium Residence, 2012










Yes 1.2 % 1.7 % 1.3 % 1.4 % 1.3 % 8.3 %
No 98.8 98.3 98.7 98.6 98.7 -0.1
Percent responding Percent change 
from 2008–2012:
Table 48b. Respondent Background — Condominium Residence: 
Trends 2008–2012
Question 48. Do you live in a condominium?














Yes 106 12.5 %
No 712 84.3
Total valid 818 96.8 %
Missing 27 3.2
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 49a. Respondent Background — Second Home Outside Borough, 2012










Yes 12.0 % 10.7 % 13.4 % 11.7 % 13.0 % 8.3 %
No 88.0 89.3 86.6 88.3 87.0 -1.1
Percent responding Percent change 
from 2008–2012:
Table 49b. Respondent Background — Second Home Outside 
Borough: Trends 2008–2012
Question 49. Do you currently have a second home outside the Mat-Su Borough?

















Yes 704 83.3 %
No 112 13.3
Total valid 816 96.6 %
Missing 29 3.4
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 50a. Respondent Background — Long-term Residence in Borough, 2012










Yes 84.9 % 87.1 % 84.2 % 84.3 % 86.3 % 1.6 %
No 15.1 12.9 15.8 15.7 13.7 -9.3
Percent responding Percent change 
from 2008–2012:
Table 50b. Respondent Background — Long-term Residence in 
Borough: Trends 2008–2012
Question 50. Do you see yourself staying in the Mat-Su Borough for the long term?











Yes 163 19.3 %
No 640 75.7
Total valid 803 95.0 %
Missing 42 5.0
Total 845 100.0 %
Frequency Percentage
(5% missing)
Table 51a. Respondent Background — Future Plans to Leave Borough, 2012
Question 51. Do you see yourself leaving the Mat-Su Borough to live somewhere else in the foreseeable future?
19.3
75.7





Yes 20.2 % 20.1 % 22.6 % 22.8 % 20.3 % 0.5 %
No 79.8 79.9 77.4 77.2 79.7 -0.1
Percent responding Percent change 
from 2008–2012:
Table 51b. Respondent Background — Future Plans to Leave Borough: 
Trends 2008–2012
Question 51. Do you see yourself leaving the Mat-Su Borough to live somewhere 
else in the foreseeable future?















2 years or less 47 28.8 %
3–5 years 41 25.2
6–10 years 34 20.9
11–15 years 5 3.1
16–25 years 5 3.1
More than 25 years 1 0.6
Total responses 133 81.6 %
Missing 30 18.4
Total 163 100.0 %
* Only the answers from the 163 respondents who indicated they plan to  leave the M at-Su 
Borough in the foreseeable future (see Table 51a.) are included here.
Table 52a. Respondent Background — Time before Leaving Mat-Su, 2012
Question 52. If you do see yourself leaving, how many more years do you expect

















More than 25 years
Frequency
Response
Average 4.9 years 5.1 years 5.4 years 5.0 years 5.4 years 10.2 %
2 years or less 33.5 % 38.6 % 37.4 % 34.3 % 35.3 % 5.4 %
3–5 years 39.9 37.3 32.2 34.3 30.8 -22.8
6–10 years 19.7 19.1 22.2 26.2 25.6 29.9
11–15 years 5.2 2.1 5.8 3.3 3.8 -26.9
16–25 years 1.8 2.1 1.2 1.4 3.8 111.1
More than 25 years 0.0 0.8 1.2 0.5 0.8 -----
* Only the answers from respondents who indicated they plan to  leave the M at-Su 
Borough in the foreseeable future (see Table 51a.) are included here.
Table 52b. Respondent Background — Time before Leaving Mat-Su: Trends 2008–2012
Question 52. If you do see yourself leaving, how many more years do you expect
to live in the Mat-Su Borough before you leave?*
Percent responding Percent change 















2 years or less 72 8.5 %
3–5 years 85 10.1
6–10 years 159 18.8
11–15 years 84 9.9
16–25 years 167 19.8
More than 25 years 251 29.7
Total responses 818 96.8 %
Missing 27 3.2
Total 845 100.0 %
Table 53a. Respondent Background — Time Lived in Mat-Su, 2012
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More than 25 years
Frequency
Response
Average 15.9 years 16.4 years 16.9 years 17.2 years 18.4 years 15.7 %
2 years or less 10.0 % 8.8 % 7.6 % 6.3 % 8.8 % -12.0 %
3–5 years 15.2 16.2 16.5 13.5 10.4 -31.6
6–10 years 17.7 18.5 19.5 21.2 19.4 9.6
11–15 years 12.1 11.4 10.6 11.8 10.3 -14.9
16–25 years 24.3 21.0 15.5 20.4 20.4 -16.0
More than 25 years 20.7 24.0 30.3 20.9 30.7 48.3
Table 53b. Respondent Background — Time Lived in Mat-Su: Trends 2008–2012
Question 53. How many years have you lived in the Mat-Su Borough?
Percent responding Percent change 













Within the past tw o years 142 16.8 % 0.00 18.2 %
3-5 years ago 136 16.1 1.00 17.4
6-10 years ago 177 20.9 2.00 22.6
11-15 years ago 107 12.7 3.00 13.7
16-25 years ago 120 14.2 4.00 15.3
More than 25 years ago 100 11.8 5.00 12.8
Total valid 782 92.5 %
Missing 63 7.5
Total 845 100.0 % (7.5% missing)
Table 54a. Respondent Background — Length of Residence in Current Home, 2012
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Within the past tw o years 20.1 % 15.9 % 16.5 % 12.0 % 18.2 % -9.7 %
3-5 years ago 27.3 25.9 24.5 19.3 17.4 -36.3
6-10 years ago 21.2 22.3 22.7 27.0 22.6 6.8
11-15 years ago 10.3 13.4 13.5 15.5 13.7 32.8
16-25 years ago 14.7 11.8 12.5 15.1 15.3 4.4
More than 25 years ago 6.5 10.8 10.4 11.0 12.8 96.7
20002000
Table 54b. Respondent Background — Length of Residence in Current Home: Trends 
2008–2012
Question 54. When did you move to your current  home?
(Please provide year and month, if known)
Percent responding Percent change 














































Using  the  same  data  as  the  trend  analysis,  specifically  five  years  of Mat‐Su  Borough 
residents’  answers  to  questions  concerning  satisfaction  with  Borough  services,  this  derived 
importance‐performance analysis determines which services are most important to residents in 
order to guide policymakers when setting priorities and allocating resources.   Tables shown  in 





qualities  or  services  are most  important  to  customers  or  citizens.    It  goes  beyond  a  simple 
analysis of what qualities or services are rated highly.  In this particular analysis, the goal was to 
determine which  Borough  services  are  associated with  respondents’  assessment  of  Borough 
services overall.   
Measuring Derived Importance 




multiple  regression and bivariate correlation.   This analysis used yet another method,  that of 
partial correlation.  A partial correlation coefficient is a measure of the association between the 
criterion variable and one of the predictor variables while the effects of the remaining predictor 




increases,  the other  increases.    If one decreases,  the other decreases.   A negative coefficient 
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indicates  that  as one  variable  increases,  the other decreases.     The greater  the  value of  the 
coefficient,  regardless  of  whether  it  is  positive  or  negative,  the  stronger  the  relationship 
between the two variables. 
  In  addition  to  calculating  partial  correlation  coefficients,  these  coefficients  were 
standardized by dividing each coefficient by  the value of  the  largest coefficient  in  that set of 
calculations  and  multiplying  by  100.    Using  this  method,  the  largest  coefficient  in  each  set 
would  always  equal  100.    This  allows  for more  ready  comparison  from  year  to  year.        To 
illustrate  the  calculation,  assume  the  largest  partial  correlation  coefficient  among  predictor 
variables in 2012 was .430 (for “Commercial Lighting”).  This was converted to 100 by dividing 
the coefficient by  itself and multiplying by 100: e.g., (.430/.430)*100 = 1*100 = 100.   Another 
predictor variable,  let’s say “Ambulance,” had a partial correlation coefficient of  ‐.112.   Using 




















































This  section  first  describes  the  variables  in  terms  of  both  derived  importance  and 





Borough  services was  regulation  of  “Commercial  Lighting” with  a  coefficient  of  .430.      This 
indicates  a moderately  strong  and  positive  relationship  between  “Commercial  Lighting”  and 
overall  ratings  of Borough  services.    People who were  satisfied with  the  job  the Borough  is 
doing on  the  regulation of  the effects of commercial  lighting also  tended  to be satisfied with 
Borough  services  overall.    On  the  other  hand,  “Athletic  Fields”  had  a  partial  correlation 




































































calculated by multiplying  the  average of  all  survey  responses, which  ranged  from 0  to 3, by 
33.3.    A  variable  where  every  respondent  rated  the  service  as  “very  good”  would  have  a 
performance  score  of  100.0;  if  every  respondent  rated  the  service  as  “very  poor”  the  score 
would  be  0.0.      Since  2006,  “Ambulance  Services”  has  been  the  highest‐rated  service  by 
respondents;  this  continued  in 2012 with  a  score of 81.3,  itself  a  slight  increase  from 2011.  
Regulation of “Natural Resource Extraction”” remained the lowest‐rated service with a score of 
46.6;  all  the  variables  associated  with  the  new  questions  first  asked  in  2011  concerning 
satisfaction  with  the  regulation  of  various  land  use  effects  scored  low  on  the  performance 
measure.    Considering  the  variables  that  have  been measured  in  all  years  from  2008‐2012, 
“Code/Zoning Enforcement,” after seeing an  increase  in ratings  in 2011, dropped back  to  the 
bottom of the  list.   “Dissemination of News” continues to have a very  low performance score, 
although  it  has  also  shown  a  gradual  increase  over  the  past  five  years.  “Recycling” was  the 












Service 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Ambulance Services 78.2 79.3 81.6 80.9 81.3
Fire Department Services 76.6 77.3 78.6 78.6 80.6
Central Landfill 70.6 74.3 74.6 75.9 75.9
Library Service 74.1 74.3 72.9 73.9 74.9
Brett Memorial Ice Arena 72.7 74.7 74.9 72.6 72.3
Elementary Schools 71.4 74.0 73.9 71.6 72.3
Palmer Swimming Pool 70.9 72.3 73.3 70.9 70.6
Athletic Fields 69.6 69.7 70.3 68.6 70.6
Wasilla Swimming Pool 69.1 69.0 68.6 68.9 68.9
Middle Schools 65.3 68.7 68.6 66.6 68.9
High Schools 62.8 67.7 67.9 64.9 67.9
Animal Care and Regulation 58.5 64.0 63.6 65.6 66.9
Snowplow Service 60.5 63.3 65.9 65.3 65.3
Roadway Maintenance 54.3 59.3 62.6 60.9 61.6
Community Enhancement Programs 55.3 57.3 55.3 55.9 60.3
Permitting Center ‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐ 55.6 59.3
Recycling 45.1 53.7 53.3 58.3 58.6
Signs and Billboards ‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐ 58.9 57.3
Private Airstrips ‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐ 55.6 55.3
Commercial Lighting ‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐ 48.6 55.3
Dissemination of News 49.5 50.7 50.0 50.3 53.9
Noise ‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐ 51.9 51.9
Code/Zoning Enforcement 47.9 49.0 48.3 56.9 47.6








its  X  value  (derived  importance)  and  Y  value  (performance).      Negative  values  for  derived 





and on derived  importance.   Those  in Quadrant  II,  in  the upper‐left hand  corner,  are  above 
average  on  performance  but  below  average  on  derived  importance.    The  lower‐left  hand 
corner,  Quadrant  III,  contains  variables  that  are  below  average  both  on  performance  and 
derived importance.  Finally, Quadrant IV, in the lower‐right hand section of the graph, includes 
variables that are below average on performance and above average on derived importance. 










Table  56  shows which  quadrant  each  Borough  service  fell  into  during  2008  to  2012.  
Services are sorted by their  locations  in quadrants  in 2012.   Over the  five years shown  in the 





particular  note  are  those  that  moved  from  Quadrant  IV  to  Quadrant  I—“Animal  Care  and 
Regulation” and “Snowplow Service.”  This indicates a shift from a quadrant containing services 
residents  think  are  important  but  rate  below  average,  to  a  quadrant with  services  that  are 
considered important and rated above average. 
Some services (those predominantly  located  in Quadrants I and II) have generally been 
consistently  rated highly, but  there has been  some variation  in  the extent  to which  they are 
seen as  important.   These services  include elementary, middle, and high schools; both Palmer 
and Wasilla libraries; emergency services; central landfill, and recreational facilities.  
Services  that  are  not  highly  correlated with  overall  satisfaction  and  also  rated  below 
average  are  found  in Quadrant  III.    These  include  regulation  of  noise,  private  airstrips,  and 
natural  resource  extraction;  “Community  Enhancement  Programs;”  and  “Roadway 
Maintenance.” Focusing efforts here  is not expected  to  increase  the average overall rating of 
Borough services. 
Quadrant  IV  contains  the  services  that  could  benefit  from  increased  attention.  
Residents  consider  these  services  to  be  important,  but  rate  them  low.  Relative  to  other 
services,  increasing  resident  satisfaction  in  these  areas  should  result  in  greater  overall 
satisfaction  with  Borough  services.    Included  in  this  category  are  “Dissemination  of  News” 
(which has not moved from this category in five years) and three additions to the 2011 survey, 
“Permitting Center” and regulation of commercial lighting and signs and billboards.   
“Community  Enhancement  Programs”  and  “Code/Zoning  Enforcement,”  after  being 
located  fairly  consistently  in Quadrant  IV  from 2007‐2010, moved  to Quadrant  III,  indicating 
that residents’  level of satisfaction with these services  is not as strongly associated with their 
level  of  overall  satisfaction  with  Borough  services.      Satisfaction  with  “Snowplow  Service” 








Service 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Animal Care and Regulation III IV III I I
Elementary Schools II I II II I
Palmer Pool I  II II II I
Library Service II II II II I
Brett Memorial Ice Arena II III II II I
Snowplow Service IV IV III II I
Fire Department II II I I II
Central Landfill I I II I II
High Schools III II II I II
Middle Schools I II I II II
Wasilla Pool II I II II II
Ambulance II I II II II
Athletic Fields II III II II II
Noise ‐‐‐ ‐‐‐ ‐‐‐ III III
Private Airstrips ‐‐‐ ‐‐‐ ‐‐‐ III III
Natural Resource Extraction ‐‐‐ ‐‐‐ ‐‐‐ III III
Recycling IV II III III III
Community Enhancement Programs III IV IV III III
Roadway Maintenance III II IV IV III
Signs and Billboards ‐‐‐ ‐‐‐ ‐‐‐ III IV
Code/Zoning Enforcement IV IV IV III IV
Commercial Lighting ‐‐‐ ‐‐‐ ‐‐‐ IV IV
Permitting Center ‐‐‐ ‐‐‐ ‐‐‐ IV IV




















































































































































































































































































































































































into  the  available  text  field  at  the  end  of  the  on‐line  version  of  the  survey),  and  some  also  wrote 
comments next to questions throughout the questionnaire.  This section of the report includes many of 
the  comments  offered  by  respondents,  organized  into  several  broad  areas  in  line with  those  in  the 
questionnaire:  emergency  services;  road  maintenance  services;  education;  recreational  and  public 
facilities;  quality  of  life;  satisfaction with  interaction with  the  Borough  government;  taxation  policy; 




The Mat‐Su  Borough  Community  Survey  asked  respondents  to  evaluate  fire  department  and 
ambulance services.  Respondents generally thought highly of these emergency services, recommended 
that personnel  in  these  fields be paid more, and wanted higher  service  levels, especially  in  the  rural 
areas of the Borough.  






















































































































































































Most comments about  schools were negative.   Some  respondents wrote  that  schools are not 
adequately  funded, while others  thought  teachers make  too much money.   A  few said  they  think  the 











































































































































































































































































































Only  five  percent  of  respondents  reported  using  public  transportation  for  their  commutes, 























Comments  in  this area are mixed.   Many people had positive  things  to say about  living  in  the 






























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































laws,  or  improved  regulations.    Specific  areas  of  concern  included  unsightly  premises,  incompatible 































































































































































































































































































































































































































Please return your completed questionnaire  
in the enclosed pre-stamped envelope to: 
 
The Justice Center, University of Alaska Anchorage 
 
3211 Providence Drive   ~   Anchorage, AK 99508 
 
 
Your answers are completely confidential.  When you submit your completed questionnaire, your name will be deleted 
from the mailing list and never connected to your answers in any way.  When the dataset is made public, no names, 
addresses, or pin numbers will be connected to your answers, and no answers to essay questions will be included in the 
public data file.  This survey is voluntary, and you may skip any questions you do not want to answer.  However, it would 
be very helpful if you take about 30 minutes to share your experiences and opinions about the Borough. You must be 18 
or older to participate. There are no direct benefits for participating in this study. Whether you complete the survey or not 
will have no effect on the services you currently receive from the Borough. Some questions in this survey ask about your 
fear of being a victim of crime and about crime in your neighborhood.  You may experience discomfort thinking about 
these issues. If you have any questions about your rights as a research participant, contact Dr. Dianne Toebe, Compliance 
Officer for the Office of Research and Graduate Studies, at 907-786-1099.  Returning your completed questionnaire 
grants your consent for the information you provide to be used for this research. 
 
Thank you very much for helping with this important study. 
 
Part I:  Evaluation of Current Borough Services 
 
Please fill in one bubble for each service. 
 
1. How would you rate these Emergency Services? 
  Very Poor Poor Good Very Good Don’t Know 
Fire Department Services      
Ambulance Services      
 
2. How would you rate these Road Maintenance Services? 
  Very Poor Poor Good Very Good Don’t Know 
Roadway Maintenance Services      
Snowplow Services      
 
3. How would you rate these Educational Services/Resources? 
  Very Poor Poor Good Very Good Don’t Know 
Library Services      
Elementary Schools      
Middle Schools      
High Schools      
Community Enhancement Programs      
 
4. How would you rate these Recreational Services? 
  Very Poor Poor Good Very Good Don’t Know 
Wasilla Swimming Pool      
Palmer Swimming Pool      
Brett Memorial Ice Arena      
Athletic Fields      
 
5. How would you rate these Public Sanitation Services? 
  Very Poor Poor Good Very Good Don’t Know 
Recycling Services      
Central Landfill Services      
 
6. How would you rate these General/Miscellaneous Services? 
  Very Poor Poor Good Very Good Don’t Know 
Animal Care & Regulation Services      
Code/Zoning Enforcement Services      
Permitting Center     
Dissemination of news and information by the 
Borough government      
Your Overall Rating of Borough Services      
 
Part II:  Use of Borough Facilities 
 
7. How often do you use Borough Public Libraries? 
  Never (Please fill bubble then skip to question 9.) 
 Seldom 
 Occasionally 
 Fairly Often 
 Very Often 
 
8. Which (if any) of these Borough libraries do you use?  (Please check all that apply.) 
  Big Lake Public Library 
 Palmer Public Library 
 Sutton Public Library 
 Talkeetna Public Library 
 Trapper Creek Public Library 
 Wasilla Public Library 
 Willow Public Library 
 
9. How often do you use Borough Recreational Facilities? 
  Never (Please fill bubble then skip to question 11.) 
 Seldom 
 Occasionally 
 Fairly Often 
 Very Often 
 
 
10. Which (if any) of these Borough Recreational Facilities do you use?  (Please check all that apply.) 
  Palmer Swimming Pool 
 Wasilla Swimming Pool 
 Brett Memorial Ice Arena 
 Crevasse Moraine Trails 
 Other Borough Trails 
 
11. If you commute outside of the Borough for work, how do you commute?  (Please check all that apply.) 
  Personal Vehicle 
 Transit Bus 
 Share-A-Van 
 Aircraft 




How often do you use Public Transportation in the Borough? 
  Never(Please fill bubble then skip to question 14.) 
 Seldom 
 Occasionally 
 Fairly Often 
 Very Often 
 
13. Which (if any) of these Public Transportation Services do you use?  (Please check all that apply.) 
  MASCOT 
 Valley Mover 
 Share-A-Van 
 Chickaloon Transit 




Part III:  Life in the Matanuska-Susitna Borough Neighborhoods 
 











Personally, I would rate my 
neighborhood as an excellent place to 
live. 
      
On the whole, I like this neighborhood 
as a place to live. 





much Somewhat Very much 
Suppose that for some reason you HAD to move away 
from this neighborhood.  Would you miss the 
neighborhood very much, somewhat, not much, or not 
at all? 
    
 
Feelings of Community 











People in my neighborhood can be 
trusted. 
      
People in my neighborhood generally 
do not get along with each other. 
      
People in my neighborhood do not 
share the same values.       
People in my neighborhood are 
willing to help their neighbors.       
Mine is a close-knit neighborhood.       
 
Neighborhood Informal Social Control 
16. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. 
 








One or more of my neighbors could 
be counted on to intervene if children 
were spray-painting graffiti on a local 
building. 
      
At least one of my neighbors would 
intervene if children were showing 
disrespect toward an adult. 
      
One or more of my neighbors would 
intervene if the fire station closest to 
their home was threatened with 
budget cuts. 
      
One or more of my neighbors could 
be counted on to intervene if a fight 
broke out in front of their home. 
      
At least one of my neighbors would 
intervene if children were skipping 
school and hanging out on a 
neighborhood street corner. 
      
 
17. Social Ties 
  
Never 
Less than once 
a month Monthly Weekly Daily 
How often do you borrow something 
from or loan something to a neighbor?      
How often do you visit with a 
neighbor, out in the neighborhood or 
in one of your homes? 
     
 
   
  
None One or two Several 
The 
majority 
All or  
almost all 
How many of your neighbors would 
you say that you know by sight or by 
name? 
     
  
 
  None 1-3 4-6 7-9 10 or more 
Not counting those who live with you, 
how many friends and relatives do 
you have in your neighborhood? 
     
 
 
18. Do any of the following conditions exist in your neighborhood? 
  No Yes 
Abandoned cars and/or buildings   
Rundown or neglected buildings   
Poor lighting   
Overgrown shrubs or trees   
Trash in streets   
Empty lots   
Public drinking/public drug use   
Public drug sales   
Vandalism or graffiti   
Prostitution   
Panhandling/begging   
Loitering/hanging out   
Truancy/youth skipping school   







19. Crime in the Community 
 To what extent are you fearful that you or members of 
your household will be… 
 Not at all A  little Moderately A lot 
the victim of burglary (while you or your loved ones are 
at home)?     
the victim of a sexual assault?     
the victim of a murder?     
the victim of a kidnapping?     




 Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
How often does worry about crime prevent you from 
doing things you would like to do in your neighborhood?     
 
20. How often has each of the following things happened in your neighborhood during the past 6 months? 
  
Never Once Twice 3 times 
4 or more 
times 
A fight in which a weapon was used      
A violent argument between 
neighbors      
A gang fight      
A sexual assault or rape      
A robbery, burglary, or mugging      
 
 
21. While you have lived in this neighborhood, has anyone ever used violence, such 
as in a mugging, fight, or sexual assault, against you, or any member of your  
household anywhere in your neighborhood? 
 
 
 No  Yes 
22. Below is a list of things people may do for self-protection or to feel more secure in their homes and 
neighborhoods.  Which of these things do you do?  Please check all that apply. 
  Lock doors at night and when you are away from home 
 Lock doors during the day and when you are at home 
 Use a home security system 
 Use a security system on vehicle(s) 
 Have a dog 
 Take self-defense lessons 
 Keep a firearm 
 Develop a signal for "danger" with neighbors 
 Keep a phone in the bedroom to call for help 
 Have outside/automatic lights to deter prowlers 
 Attend neighborhood watch meetings 
 Other (please specify) ____________________ 
 
Part IV:  Local Government:  Access, Policies, and Practices 
 
Public Access to Borough Government 
23. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. 
 
  Strongly disagree Disagree 
Neither agree 





Overall, I am satisfied with the 
opportunities the Borough provides to 
give input on decisions. 
      
When I call the Borough, I usually get 
the information I need in a timely 
manner. 
      
When I call the Borough, the person I 
















24. Following are a list of ways the Borough disseminates news and information.  Please indicate if you 
















Borough news releases by email       
Borough YouTube videos       
Borough's website        
Borough news on Facebook       





























































Borough Spending Efficiency and Priorities 
25. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. 
  Strongly disagree Disagree 
Neither agree 





I feel I am getting my money's worth 
for the taxes I pay to the Mat-Su 
Borough. 
      
Funds should be spent to preserve 
open spaces in the Borough.       
The current level of road maintenance 
in my area is worth what I pay in road 
service area taxes. 
      
 
Revenue and Taxation 
26. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. 
  Strongly disagree Disagree 
Neither agree 





I would support an increase in the 
tobacco tax to raise money to pay for 
services. 
      
I would support a local tax on 
alcoholic beverages to raise money to 
pay for services. 
      
I would support an increase in the bed 
tax (charged at hotels) to pay for 
services. 
      
I would support a seasonal sales tax 
to raise money to pay for services.       
I would support a year-round sales 
tax to raise money to pay for services.       
I would support imposing an impact 
fee on developers for residential and 
commercial properties to raise money 
to pay for services. 
      
I would support a local tax on 
gasoline to raise money to pay for 
services. 
      
I would support a local tax on 
gasoline to raise money to pay for 
transportation improvements. 
      
I would support increased property 
taxes to raise money to pay for 
services. 
      
I would support a gravel extracting 
tax to raise money to pay for services.       
I would support a real estate transfer 
fee of $25 to raise money to pay for 
services. 
      
Zoning and Land Use Issues 
27. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. 
  Strongly disagree Disagree 
Neither agree 





As of today, I am satisfied with the 
way the Mat-Su Borough has been 
developed. 
      
Traffic congestion is a serious 
problem in the Mat-Su Borough.       
I am very concerned about water 
quality in the Borough.(Drinking 
Water and Surface Water Bodies) 
      
In the future, the Mat-Su Borough 
must do a better job of managing 
growth and development. 
      
 The Borough should designate 
commercial and industrial centers to 
minimize land use conflicts. 
     
 
28. I believe that the Borough is doing a good job of regulating the following land use effects. 
  Strongly disagree Disagree 
Neither agree 





        
Noise       
Signs and billboards       
Commercial lighting       
 Natural Resource Extraction (i.e., 
Natural Gas, Timber, Gravel, etc.)      
 Private airstrips      
 
Economic Development 
29. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. 
  Strongly disagree Disagree 
Neither agree 





The Borough should direct more 
resources to working with local 
businesses and non-profits to grow 
and diversify the local economy. 
 
      
 The Borough should seek to develop 
our natural resources, such as timber, 
gravel, coal, and other minerals.  
      
  The Borough should seek to develop 
opportunities for business 
development of high technology, 
manufacturing, and aerospace. 
      
 
Emergency Services 
30. For the emergency services listed below, please indicate whether you have used the service, 
whether you are aware of the service, and whether you plan to use the service in the future: 
  I have used 
this service 
I am aware of 
this service 
I plan to use this 
service in the future 
  Yes No Yes No Yes No 
Ambulance Service        
 Fire Department Service      
 Rescue Service      
 Prevention or Preparedness program      
 Lecture or program detailing the 
operations of  local emergency 
services 
     
 Open House at an emergency station      
 Training in CPR, First Aid or other 
Emergency Skills      
 
31. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. 
  Strongly 
disagree Disagree 
Neither agree 





My household is prepared for a natural or 
man-made disaster.        
 I keep the area around my home clear of 
wildfire hazards.      
 I have supplies set aside in my home for 
use in case of a disaster.      
 
Part V:  Respondent Background Information 
 
This demographic information helps researchers at the university to better understand features of community and civic 
attitudes as they relate to individual characteristics.  These responses will be kept confidential, and your answers to these 
and all of the questions in this survey will not be traceable to you. 
 
If there are any questions that you do not wish to answer, please simply skip those items and move onto the next question 
in the survey.  Your answers are valuable whether you choose to answer every question or not. 
 
32. How old were you on your last 
birthday? ______ 
 
33. What is your gender?  Female  Male 
 
34. What is your marital status? 






35. What is your highest level of formal education?  
  Less than a High School Diploma  Associates or Other 2-year Degree  
 High School Diploma or Equivalent  Bachelor's Degree  
 Some College, No Degree  Graduate Degree  
 
 
  Strongly 
disagree Disagree 
Neither agree 





 In the event of a disaster I and my family 
will be independent of others for 
assistance. 
     
 I feel the borough is vulnerable to a 
natural or man-made disaster.      
 I believe the borough government is 
responsible for preparing residents for 
disasters. 
     
 I believe residents should take personal 
responsibility in preparing for disasters.      
 I believe the borough is prepared for an 
outbreak of Pandemic (influenza) disease.      
 I believe the borough is prepared to 
recover from a widespread disaster.      
36. Are you of Hispanic or Latino/a background or 
origin? 
 No  Yes 
 
37. What race or ethnicity would you say best describes you? 
  Alaska Native or American Indian 
 Asian 
 Black or African American 
 Native Hawaiian, Samoan, or Other Pacific Islander 





38. What is your best estimate of your total household income from last year? 
  Less than $20,000  $75,000 to $99,999 
 $20,000 to $34,999  $100,000 to $124,999 
 $35,000 to $49,999  $125,000 to $149,999 
 $50,000 to $74,999  $150,000 or more 
 
39. Including yourself, how many people currently live in your household?   
(If you live by yourself, please enter “1” and skip to question 42.)  ______ 
 
40. How many children under the age of 18 currently live in your home? 
(Please enter "0" if no children live with you, and skip to question 42.) ______ 
 
41. How many of your children currently attend Mat-Su Borough School District 
Schools? ______ 
 
42. Which of the following best describes your current primary employment status? 
  Self-employed, Full-time 
 Employed, Full-time 
 Full-time Homemaker  Please fill bubble then skip to question 45. 
 Full-time Student  Please fill bubble then skip to question 45. 
 Employed, Part-time 
 Disabled, Unable to Work  Please fill bubble then skip to question 45. 
 Unemployed, Looking for Work  Please fill bubble then skip to question 45. 
 Unemployed, Not Looking for Work  Please fill bubble then skip to question 45. 





43. If you are Employed: 
 What type of work do you do? ________________________________________ 




44. If you are currently self-employed, do you own a business in the Mat-Su Borough?  No  Yes 
 
45. Do you own your home or do you rent?  (If you rent, please fill the "rent" bubble,  
then skip to question 47.) 
 Own  Rent 
 
46. If you do own your home, what is your best estimate of its current market value?
  Less than $100,000  $250,000 to $299,999 
 $100,000 to $149,999  $300,000 to $349,999 
 $150,000 to $199,999  $350,000 to $399,999 
 $200,000 to $249,999  $400,000 or more 
 
47. Whether you own or rent your home, is your address number posted where it can 
be seen by first responders in case of an emergency? 
 No  Yes 
 
48. Do you live in a condominium?  No  Yes 
 
49. Do you currently have a second home outside the Mat-Su Borough?  No  Yes 
 
50. Do you see yourself staying in the Mat-Su Borough for the long term?  No  Yes 
 
51. Do you see yourself leaving the Mat-Su Borough to live somewhere  
else in the foreseeable future? 
 No  Yes 
 
52. If you do see yourself leaving, how many more years do you expect to live in the Mat-
Su Borough before you leave?     ________  
 
53. How many years have you lived in the Mat-Su Borough? ________ 
 
54. When did you move to your current home?  (Please provide year and month, if known) 
 




55. Is there anything else that you would like to tell us about life in the Mat-Su Borough, your preferences for 
future growth and planning, or your opinions about Borough services?   
 














































Continue on the next page… 
 
 
